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Current Topics. 


It 18 uNDERSTOoD that Mr. Justice Watton will succeed 
Mr. Justice Buoxniin, as the judge having charge of the 
business of the Admiralty Division, on and after Monday next. 





WE unvERsTAND it is likely that a third division of the Court 
of Appeal may again be formed in the hope of making some 
progress with the long list of arrears on the common law side of 
the court. 


A new set of draft rules under the Land Transfer Acts, to be 
known as the Land Transfer Rules, 1903, has been issued. They 
rescind the existing rules of 1898, of June, 1899, and of 
February, 1903, and contain a new code of practice with 
respect to registration of title, and to dealings with re- 

istered land. A new fee order has also been issued, and both 

e rules and the fee order come into operation on the Ist of 
October next. Most important among the changes are those 
which carry into effect the proposal for facilitating registra- 
tion with an absolute title which was made in the report 
issued by the Land Transfer Office last year, and to which 
we’ have often referred. The registrar then suggested a 
scheme under which a ry title registered after a 
sale was to be transformed at the end of two years 
into an absolute title. And, moreover, the expense of 
registration with an absolute title was to be made less 
burdensome by allowing a part of the fees to be deferred until 
future dealings with the land. The proposal to turn a possessory 
title registered upon a sale into an absolute title in two years’ 
time has not been accepted, but the Rule Committee under the 
Land Transfer Acts have been induced to go nearly as far. Thus 
rule 36, which provides that upon application for registration 
with an absolute title the title shall be examined by or under the 
superintendence of the registrar in accordance with the usual 
conveyancing practice, adds the proviso that “ when either (1) 
the land has been sold or purchased under an order of the court ; 
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or (2) has been registered with a possessory or qualified title 
for six-years prior to the date of the application for registration 
with an absolute title, the first proprietor having been a pur- 
chaser on sale; or (3) when the title has been fully investigated 
before the date of the application, the examination may be 
modified in such manner as the registrar may think fit.” Thus 
in six years from a purchase on sale it will rest entirely with 
the registrar to decide what examination of title shall be required 
before registra'ion with an absolute title is granted, and he will 
be at liberty to introduce whatever relaxations he pleases. This 
change in practice is no doubt a bold bid for popularity, but it 
is very much to be feared that absolute titles on these terms will 
be often found to be purchased either at the expense of other 
owners or of the indemnity fund. No good reason has yet been 
shown for abandoning the safe practice of leaving possessory 
titles to fortify themselves by the lapse of time. 





THE Proposat to facilitate the registration of absolute titles 
by deferring payment of part of the fees iscarried into effect by 
rule 7 of the rules appended to the fee order. This provides 
that on an application for registration with an absolute title in a 
compulsory district, where the land is already registered or in 
course of registration with possessory title, and the applicant is 
a purchaser on sale, a portion of the prescribed fees may be 
deferred. The prescribed fees are three times the fee prescribed 
for registration of a possessory title, with a minimum 
fee of £3. Of these there is in any event to be paid 
upon the application a fee of £2 for land up to the value of 
£1,000, and an additional £1 for every £1,000 in value up to 
a maximum of £33. The remainder of the fee is to be noted 
in the register as deferred, and is to be defrayed by the 
payment by subsequent applicants of either double fees or 
an additional fee equal to the amount of the deferred fee 
remaining unpaid, whichever is the smaller, on transfers for 
value and charges, until the whole has been paid. This idea 
of throwing part of the expense of procuring the absolute title 
on subsequent owners is ingenious. Moreover, by rule 10, 
where land already registered with a possessory title is to be 
registered with an absolute title, the registrar may make such 
abatement (if any) in the fee as he shall deem reasonable. 
Altogether it appears that the Land Transfer Office propose to 
offer very considerable inducements to landowners to obtain 
registration with absolute title, and it is doubtless hoped to 
shorten in this way the period which must elapse before all 
titles in the country are registered as absolute, and the millennium 
of the advocates of registration is reached. 





Awonc (Taze changes which are made by the rules, attention 
may be called to the innovation under which, where application is 
made for registration of leasehold land with an absolute title, but 
the applicant does not shew the title of the lessor to grant the lease, 
the tit’e is to be called a ‘good leasehold title” (r. 56). The 
effect, it is pointed out, will be for practical purposes, except that 
the lease iteelf is not guaranteed, the same as an absolute title. 
The exception seems to be a large one. Under rule 95 a person 
entitled to apply for first registration is empowered to gain 
priority for a specified application intended to be made by lodging 
a notice (to be called a priority notice) at the registry. This secures 
priority over other subsequent applicationr, provided an application 
m pursuance of the notice is made within a week or such further 
time as the registrar allows. Rules 244 to 248 legalize a 
practice which has been adopted of facilitating loans on equit- 


able security where the land certificate is not yet in existence. | 


A applying for registration as proprietor of land or of 
ac e may, whether the land or charge is already registered 
or not, create a lien on the land or charge, equivalent to that 
created by the deposit of a certificate, by giving notice to the 
registrar that he iutends to deposit the land certificate or certifi- 
cate of charge when granted with another perso as security for 
money. The notice is to be entered in the register and the 
receipt acknowledged in writing The notice will operate 
as 4% caution under section 53 of the Act of 1874, and the 
certificate, when issued, will be issued to the person named in the 
notice. Rule 336 represents the former rat 271 dealing with 


remuneration of solicitors in regard to registration, and it has 





been extensively altered. In particular, very prejudicial change 
have been made in the fees allowed on registration of po 

titles. The existing scale of 10s. 6d. for every £100 up to £1,000, 
with the subsequent addition of £1 1s. for every £2,000 up ty 
£20,000, &c , with a maximum of £26 5s. (subject to a reduction 
where the purchaser’s solicitor receives the scale fee under the 
Remuneration Order), has been altered to one guinea for eyery 
£1,000 of part of £1,000, with a maximum of ten guineas. Ag 
the majority of transactions probably are under £1,000 in value 
it is obvious that this means a very serious loss to solicitors, and 
the new scale of fees will be a very inadequate remuneration for 
the trouble of attending to the details of registration. The ney 
scale applies, however, only where the solicitor has acted for the 
applicant on the occasion of a purchase inducing registration, 
In other cases the existing scale is maintained. 





Ir 1s PROVIDED by section 11 (4) of the Licensing Act, 1902, 
that, on the application for the renewal of a licence, the licensing 
justices may require a plan of the premises to be produced 
before them, and on renewing the licence may direct ‘‘ that such 
alterations as they think reasonably necessary to secure the 
proper conduct of the business shall be made in that part of the 
premises where intoxicating liquor is sold or consumed.” In the 
case of Bushell v. Hammond, heard by a Divisional Court (reported 
elsewhere), an attempt was made to get the court to construe 
the section in a manner which would have to a great extent 
destroyed the usefulness of this provision. Professing to act 
under this section, justices had ordered the appellant to closea 
back entrance to a passage leading to his licensed premises. No 
intoxicating liquor was ever sold in or near the en'rance or 
passage, though there was nothing to prevent such sale; but 
the entrance and passage were used by persons in order to gain 
access to the bar and other rooms where liquor was sold, and to 
leave the premises. The appellant appealed to quarter 
sessions, but his appeal was dismissed, subject to a 
case stated. It was argued before the High Oourt that 
the justices had no jurisdiction to make any order a 
to alterations except with regard to the actual rooms o 
of the house in which liquor was sold, and that the 

ack entrance and passage were not such parts. This would be 
putting a very narrow construction on the words of the statute, 
and one which the High Court, in dismissing the appeal, refused 
to adopt. The Act clearly does not refer to parts of the licensed 
premises used exclusively by the occupier for his own private 
purposes; to bedrooms, to stabling, or the like. But to say 
that “that part of the premises’ where intoxicating liquor 
is sold or consumed” does not include the means of 
access to the bar would be to make a very useful provision of 
very little use indeed. Before the recent Act was passed, the 
| power of licensing justices to require alterations was very 
'doubtful, The usual course was for the justices to inform a 
applicant for renewal that certain alterations ought in their 
| opinion to be made, and that unless they were made by the next 
|annual meeting, renewal would be refused. The legality of 
| such a proceeding was very doubtful, and the new Act puts the 
' matter on a proper legal footing. It is much more difficult for 
| the police to exercise proper supervision over a house witha 
| back entrance, and such entrances are therefore looked upoa 
‘with great disfavour by licensing justices. To close such af 
' entrance is just the sort of alteration apparently aimed at by the 
Act, as being one “ necessary to secure the proper conductof 
the business,” and the probability is that many orders like that 
in this case will be made at approaching licensing meetings. 








| Zeaw on the part of the police is an excellent thing, but zeal 
should be tempered largely with discretion. This discretion is, ia 
general, fairly senate but it can hardly be said that it appeared 
prominently in the case of Lockwood v.= Cooper, which was 
recently before a Divisional Court on appeal from the justices 
of Filey in Yorkshire. In this case it was proved that a club 
of ladies and gentlemen existed at Filey for the purpose 
playing various indoor games. This club hired a room at a hotél 
ept by the appellant fora kind of tournament of whist ¢ 
a ‘‘ whist drive.” Theclub had the exclusive use of this room; 
and the games were played, not for stakes, but for prizes o 
clocks, photo-frames, &c,, given by friends and members of 
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dub, and not subscribed for by the players. No one, however, 
was allowed to win a prize given by himself or herself. No 
refreshments were supplied in the room, but light refreshments, 
which did not include intoxicating liquors, were supplied by 
the appellant to the members in an adjoining room. In 
these circumstances, the local police, with great zeal, but 
without that discretion we have referred to, took proceedings 
inst the appellant under section 17 of the Licensing Act, 
1872, for suffering gaming on his licensed premises. It was not 
disputed that the appellant was fully aware of all the circum- 
stances, and it was itted that he let his room with full know- 
of the purpose for which it was required. The magistrates 
convicted, but stated a case, being of opinion that “ ing” 
had taken place, and that the appellant had “suffered” it to 
take place. This decision, however, has been overruled by the 
judges of the High Court, who decided that a game of skill and 
chance combined, not played for stakes, was not “ gaming” 
within the meaning of the Act; and that as there was here no 
suggestion of any want of bona fides, or of any attempt to evade 
the law, the conviction must be quashed. Now, some games are 
unlawful of themselves, and it is an offence under the section in 
question to permit such games to be played on licensed 
premises under any conditions whatsoever. What these 
mes are was carefully considered, in a most exhaustive 


505). Shortly, itmay be said. that all games in which cards or 
dice are used, and which are games of mere.chance, are unlawful. 
Games of any sort into which skill. largely enters are not 
uilawful; and to play a lawful game is not ‘‘ gaming ”’ unless 
the game be played for stakes. To play any game for stakes, 
however, is gaming, and as such is forbidden by law in certain 
circumstances, inter alia on licensed premises. It cannot be 
disputed that whist is a game into which skill enters very 
largely, though chance is also an element. It is unlawful, 
therefore, for a licensed person to allow whist to be played for 
stakes, but to play such a game for prizes, not subscribed for by 
the players, cannot be gaming. In fact, the Licensing Act was 
never intended to touch such circumstances as those of the 
recent case, and if the conviction had been upheld, the common 
sense of the public would have received a serious shock. 





Tux case of Silles v. The Fulham Borough Council 
(1903, 1 K. B. 829) appears to have caused great dissatis- 
faction among the metropolitan borough councils. It will be 
remembered that this case involved the question whether a 
particular drain was a ‘‘sewer” within the definition given by 
section 250 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1855. That 
section provides that “the word ‘drain’ shall mean and include 
any drain of, and used for the drainage of, one building only 

; and made merely for the purpose of communicating 
with a cesspool or other like receptacle for drainage, or with a 
sewer into which the drainage of two or more buildings or 
premises occupied by different persons is conveyed, and shall 
also include any drain for draining any group or block of houses 
bya combined operation under tbe order of any vestry or district 
board, and the word ‘sewer’ shall mean and include sewers and 
drains of every description except drains to which the word 
‘drain,’ interpreted as aforesaid, applies.” The particular drain 
Was not a drain for the drainage of a block of houses by a 
combined operation under the order of a vestry or district board. 
Tt carried sewage from one of two adjoining houses into 
the main sewer. But it also carried off rain-water from the 
adjoining house, which rain-water entered a gutter under the 
eaves at the backs of both houses and passed by means of a 
down pipe and gully into the underground pipe or drain draining 
the house first mentioned. ‘The Court of Appeal held that the 
drain being used for the drainage of two buildings, even though 
im respect of one of them it only carried off rain-water, was a 

sewer” within the meaning of the section. It was stated at 
an interview between the President of the Local Government 

oard and a deputation from a number of metropolitan borough 
councils that this decision would place a burden on the rate- 
payers of London equal to a halfpenny in the pound. Mr. Lona, 
While insisting that it would be extremely difficult for Parlia- 





ment to frame definitions which would clearly explain the 


distinction between “drains” and ‘‘ sewers,” observed that it 


was only reasonable that where the local authority were made 


liable for the maintenance of a sewer they should have control 


over its situation, its construction, and other matters connected 
with it. It is understood that the question whether an amend- 


ment of the section is expedient will receive the attention of the 


Government. 





Tue vxcision of Joycs, J., in Hodson v. Deans (Times, 6th 
inst.), setting aside a sale by mortgagees under their power of 
sale, calls attention to the circumstances under which the cout 
will interfere in this manner. At one time there was an idca 
that a mortgagee was a-trustee for the mortgagor in the exercire 
of his power of sale (Robertson v. Norris, 1 Giff. 424), but this 
has been long exploded, and a mortgagee if he acts in good 
faith and with reasonable care is safe. ‘‘ The result,” said Kay, 
J., in Warner v. Jacob (30 W. R. 731, 20 Ch. D. 220), after 


‘reviewing the cases, ‘seems to be that a a is, strictly 


speaking, not a trustee of the power of sale. It is a power 
given him for his own benefit, 1: ie him the better to realize 
his debt. If he exercises it bond fide for that purpose, without 
corruption or collusion with the purchaser, the court will not 
interfere, even though the sale be very disadvantageous, unless, 
indeed, the price be so low as to be in itself evidence of fraud.” 
And similarly Lord Herscuett in Kennedy v. De Trafford (45 
W. R. 671; 1897, A. O., p. 185) said: “I am myself disposed 
to think that if a mortgagor in exercising his power of sale 
exercises it in good faith, without any intention of dealing un- 
fairly by his mortgagor, it would be very difficult indeed, if 
not impossible, to establish that he had been guilty of any breach 
of duty towards the mortgagor.” On the other hand, a mort- 
gagee, however his intentions, is debarred from selling to 
himself. ‘‘A sale by a person to himself is no sale at all, and a 
power of sale does not authorize the donee of the power to take 
the Property subject to it at a price fixed by himself, even 
although such price be the full value of the property”: per 
Liypvtey, L.J., in Farrar v. Farrars (Limited) (37 W. R. 196, 40 
Ch. D., p. 409). And an agent for the mortgagee acting for 
him in the matter of the sale cannot be the purchaser: Martinson 
v. Clowes-(21 Ch. D. 857). In Hobson v. Deans property had been 
mortgaged to a Foresters’ society, and the payments due under 
the mortgage were in arrear. e society had an investment 
committee, whose duty it was to superintend the getting in and 
realization of mortgage securities. The committee directed that 
this property should be put up to auction and fixed the reserve 
price at £1,350. At the auction it was sold to a member of the 
committee for £1,475, the final rival biddings being made by an 
agent for the mortgagor who was not acquainted with the reserve 
price. Mr. Justice Joyce held upon all the circumstances of the 
case that the mortgagor had not been fairly dealt with, and he 
ordered the sale to be set aside. 





Tue Moror-car Bill has been read a second time in the 
House of Lords, the approval of its provisions being qualified by 
a generally expressed desire that it should be considerably 
strengthened. Lord Batrovur having agreed to apply the require- 
ment of a licence to amateur as well as to professional drivers, one 
objection to the Bill has been removed. But he intimated that 
he will consent to little orno alteration of the 5th clause, which 
abolishes the existing speed limit except in special places under 
Local Government Board regulations, to be made on the appli- 
cation of county or borough councils. As we have o~ 4 

inted out, some maximum s§ ought to be fixed. 

ith regard to the form of the Bill, the 6th section of the Act 
of 1896, which invests the Local Goveroment Board with power 
to make regulations, and which it is proposed to amend for new 
licensing and ulation p should be repealed anil 
re-enacted with the addition of all necessary amendments, so 
that the powers of the board should be derived from one enact- 
ment instead of two. The same criticism will apply to the 
definition of “‘motor-car.” At present, by section I (1) of the 
Act of 1896, a motorcar or “light locomotive,” as it is there 
called, is any vehicle propelled by mechanical power under three 
tons in weight unladen and not used for the purpose of drawing 
more than one vehicle (such vehicle with its locomotive not to 
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exceed in weight unladen four tons) and so constructed that no 
smoke or visible vapour is emitted except from any temporary 
accidental cause.” It is proposed by the Bill to substitute ‘‘ 4” 
for “3,” and “5” for “4” tons weight in this sub-section, which 
is uf the essence of motor-car Jaw, inasmuch as if a machine 
does not come within the statutory definition, none of the 
exemptions from the restrictions imposed on locomotives 
generally by the Locomotives Acts of 1865 and 1878, or by the 
Locomotives Act, 1861, ‘‘ except so much of section 1 as relates 
to tolls on locomotives, and sections 7 and 13,” apply to it. 
Lord Batrovr affirmed that motor-cycles are included in the 
Bill, but promised that the point should be made clear before 
the Bill became law, as it certainly should be. 





In THE case of Rex v. Shaw § Co. (Limited), which came 
before Mr. Justice CuANNELL last week, a point of some novelty 
in the practice of the Crown Office was considered. The defend- 
ants had been indicted at the Leeds Assizes for obstructing by 
a gateway a footpath passing through a mill and grounds of 
which they were the owners. A verdict was found for the prose- 
cutors. 1t is well known that there is no general provision by 
law for the payment of costs of proceedings by indictment as 
between party and party, for costs are merely the creature of 
statute, and it is only under the provisions of some particular 
statute that the parties may recover costs from their opponents. 
But in cases where the court, after passing sentence, imposes a 
fine, the prosecutor is entitled, by a writ of Privy Seal, to one 
third part of the fine towards his costs if they amount to so 
much, and if that be not sufficient, he may memorialize the 
Treasury for a further part, or for the whole, of the fine. In 
the present case judgment had been postponed, and the pro- 
secutors, the Saddleworth Urban District Council, asked the 
judge to impose a fine of a substantial amount of which they 
might obtain part or the whole fromthe Treasury. The untaxed 
costs amounted to £348. The defendants, in mitigation, urged 
that the obstruction had been removed, and that no incon- 
venience had been sustained by the public. The learned judge, 
after observing that the injury to the public was the expense of 
having the gate removed, imposed a fine of one shilling on the 
defendants, on their undertaking to pay the prosecutors £175 
towards their costs. This order made any application to the 
Treasury unnecessary, and may serve as a useful precedent in 
future cases. 





A peRvusat of the reports of some compensation cases under 
the Lands Clauses Acts has led us to doubt whether the law as 
to the costs of these proceedings is wholly satisfactory. The 
rule is that in proceedings which originate by a notice to treat 
for the purchase of lands required by the promoters, and also in 
claims for compensation by landowners, if the claimant obtains 
more than the amount previously offered by the promoters, he is 
entitled to his costs. ft on the other hand, the verdict of the 
jury is for the same or for a less amount than that previously 
offered, one half the formal costs of the inquiry are to be borne 
by the claimant and the other half by the promoters, and each 
party bears his own costs. In many of these cases, if we con- 
trast the amount recovered by the claimant with that which he 
claimed, there is strong evidence, to say the least, that the claim 
is extravagantly large. An extravagant claim, even when it is 
not fraudulent, is of evil example, and ought in our opinion to 
receive some condemnation from the Legislature. @ see no 
reason why in a case where the amount claimed exceeds by a 
certain defined proportion that recovered by the claimant, he 
should not be ordered to pay the costs of the promoters. A rule 
t» this effect would make the practice in compensation cases 
more in conformity with that in the High Court, while those 
whose claims were not hugely overstated would continue to 
escape any liability for the costs of the promoters. 


We vo sor often hear of an application for an attachment 
against the members of a municipal corporation, but such an 
application was made in the case of the Worcester Corporation 
a few days ago. ‘The application was made by the Local 
Government Board, who, as far back as 1697, obtained a 








peremptory writ of mandamus, commanding the corporation tg 
carry out a sewage scheme. The court, being of opinion that 
there had been inexcusable delay in carrying out the scheme, 
made, subject to certain conditions, an order for the attachment 
of seven of the members of the corporation who had been in 
office at the time when the mandamus was granted and had been 
served with a copy of it. The case is a strong illustration of the 
necessity of employing the machinery at the disposal of the 
courts for the purpose of enforcing the observance by local 
authorities of the laws relating to public health. 








The Imperial School of Law. 


A corREsPONDENT of the Pall Mall Gazette, signing himself “A 
Barrister,” wholly misapprehends the bearing and object of our 
article on this subject which appeared a fortnight ago. He 
writes: ‘‘ Some solicitors appear to want a Law School wholly 
to themselves. Some of them, seemingly at least, appear 
to desire to appropriate wholly to their own profession the 
large funds rendered available by the dissolution of the Inns of 
Chancery. Such at least are the suggestions conveyed by aa 
article contained in the current number of the Soxicrrors’ 
JournaL. I hope that the narrow and parochial view selfishly 
advanced in that article will not be endorsed by the Law 
Society, &c., &c.’”” There could not be a more glaring miscon- 
ception or misrepresentation of our article, which was a protest 
against the narrow and parochial view of the benchers of the 
Inns of Court, and a demand for a wider and more Imperial 
representation on the governing body of any such school. 

For the better understanding of such unintelligent critics, let 
us emphasize our views. The benchers propose that a sum of 
over £100,000, arising from foundations for the benefit of 
solicitors, should be handed over to a governing body upon 
which they themselves are to have an overwhelming majority, 
outnumbering the representatives of the Law Society by four to 
one. They allow but a scanty representation to three English 
Universities, and no representation at all to Provincial, or 
Scotch, or Irish, or Colonial, or Indian Universities, schools, 
barristers, solicitors, or organisations of any kind, nor even to 
Colonial Governments. They propose four nominees of the 
Government, in the persons of the Lord Chancellor, and the 
Ministers for Foreign Affairs, India, and the Colonies. In our 
view that is not in substance an Imperial School of Lay, 
whatever it may be called. It is only a mask for our old friends 
the benchers. Whatever they could do behind that mask, they 
could do as well without it—barring the £100,000. That 
amount is really contributed out of funds belonging to solicitors, 
recovered from dissipation by the Attorney-General. But one 
of the Inns of Court also received a very large sum as its share 
of the compensation on the sale of New Inn, in respect of a very 
remote reversion. We asked that, for the benefit of the School 
of Law, that sum should be contributed to the endowment 
fund. And we suggested that ifthe benchers are to outnumber 
the solicitors in a ratio of four to one, their contributions to the 
endowment fund should be in a similar ratio. But our 
main objection was, and is, that the governing body suggested 
is not sufficiently representative of the complex system of law to 
be found within the Empire, and to be taught in the School— 
the Roman-Dutch law of South Africa, Ceylon, and British 
Guiana, the French law of Canada and the Mauritius, the 
Spanish law of Trinidad, the Mahomedan and Hindoo laws 
of India, the Colonial laws of Australia and New Zealand, and 
the Crown Colonies. A nominee of Mr. Onamperary, and 
another of Lord Gzorcz Hamixroy are ludicrously insufficient for 
this purpose, even if the Ministers were competent. : 

e emphatically do not desire a Law ‘School for solicitors 
alone, nor to appropriate to them alone the benefits of the avail- 
able endowments. We should heartily welcome a widely 
representative school; and our suggestions have all beet 
directed to increasing the endowments for it, and to widening 
the basis of representation. We should heartily welcome # 
joint school, in which law students in both branches, and from every 
corner of the Empire, should find a common training and a commoa 
coprit de corps, and a mutual sympathy amid wide divergence 0 













to the 


withho 
under 


ought 
to cart 


TI 


Reve’ 
(ante, 
a man 
purpor 
agent | 


princip 


authore 
authori 
contrac 
tract in 
incip 
18, 
which : 
and C. 
Burnan 
any cas 
on rat 
constiti 
what | 
that th 
in 
al 
W. R. 
depend 
plainti! 
to sup 
their 
ground 
underw 
and ta! 
defend. 
view, ¥ 
signi 
and di 
purpor 
Now 
questio 
this ¢ 
ee 
ol 
when ] 
exercis 
their, | 
for hin 
cannot 
such pp» 
to prov 
when | 
an ing 
point 
it is qu 










ration tg 
ion that 
sche 

schnell 
been in 
ad been 
mn. of the 
l of the 
by local 


Ww. 


self “A 
t of our 
30. He 
wholly 
. Appear 
lon the 
Inns of 
. by aa 
ICITORS’ 
selfishly 
e Law 
miscon- 
protest 
of the 
mperial 


tics, let 
sum of 
efit of 
y upon 
a] ority, 
four to 
Unglish 
ial, or 
chools, 
ven to 
of the 
nd the 
[In our 

Law, 
friends 
x, they 

That 
icitors, 
ut one 
share 
a@ very 
School 
went 
umber 
to the 
t our 
gested 
law to 
100l— 
sritish 
s, the 
» laws 
, and 
, and 
nt for 


icitors 
avail- 
videly 

been 
ening 
me & 
every 
nmon 
ice of 





July 18, 1903. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. [Vol. 47.] 669 








jaws and customs. But this is not, and never will be, attained 

the mere artifice of handing over £100,000 of solicitors’ 
money to the benchers masquerading under an alias. That, 
and not ours, is the narrow and parochial view. We must look 
to the Attorney-General in his official capacity for a wider and 
Jess parochial scheme than appears to be open to him in his 
capacity as a bencher. He is master of the situation, for he can 
withhold his consent to that £100,000 being handed over to an 
unsatisfactory scheme. It is not difficult to see what is right 
under the circumstances: no doubt it is more difficult, but it 
ought not to be impossible, to have the pluck and backbone 
to carry it out. 








The Liability of a Principal for the 
Fraud of His Agent, 
II. 


Revertine to first principles, Bicuam, J., in Hambro v. Burnand 
(ante, p. 653) pointed out that there are only three ways ia which 
aman can be bound by a contract made by a person who 
purports to act as his agent in making it. First, when the 
agent has im fact the authority to make the contract on his 


‘ principal’s behalf ; secondly, if though the agent have tm fact no 


authority, yet the principal has held out the agent as having such 
authority, and thereby induced the other party to enter into the 
contract; and, thirdly, if the agent has entered into the con- 
tract in the principal’s name, but without his authority, but the 

incipal subsequently ratifies the act as done on his behalf 

is is, it would seem, an exhaustive analysis of the ways in 
which a contractual liability can be brought about between A. 
and C. through the agency of B, The plaintiffs in Hambro v. 
Burnand elected to rely upon the first and third, and abandoned 
any case of ‘‘ holding out.” So far as their defence was based 
on ratification, it may be very shortly disposed of. For to 
constitute a valid ratification there must be “full knowledge of 
what those acts were, or such an unqualified adoption 
that the inference may be properly drawn that the princi- 
pal intended to take upon himself the responsibility for 
such acts whatever they wefe: Marsh v. Joseph (45 
W. R. 209). Thus ratification, which is a legal inference, 
depends really on a question of fact, and in this case the 
plaintiffs failed to prove such knowledge in fact as was necessary 
to support the legal inference. But, so far as the plaintiffs based 
their case upon actual authority, they were clearly on stronger 
ground. ‘ Here,” they say in effect, ‘‘is a policy signed by their 
underwriter duly authorized by them to subscribe such policies, 
and taken by us in good faith. Surely it is not open to the 
defendants to dispute it? It is immaterial, from our point of 
view, what particular purpose the underwriter may have had in 
signing these particular policies. We were entitled to assume, 
and did assume, that he signed them, as on the face of them they 
purported to be signed, on behalf of his principals.’’ 

Now, of course, this is in a sense begging the whole 
question at issue. For the very issue is “authority,” and 
this argument assumes authority in fact to sign these 
gee policies. It is clear that primd facie the defendants 

given their underwriter authority to sign policies like 


_ these, The question was really, is it open to them to shew that 


when he signed these particular policies he was not in fact 
exercising the authority given him, since he signed them not on 
their, but on Ais own behalf, intending to keep the benefit of them 
for himself ? Now it is certainly arguable that the defendants 
cannot be allowed in such a case to give evidence to contradict 
such primd facie authority. For such evidence must be directed 
to prove what was the “intention” of the agent at the time 
when he purported to make the contract, and necessarily involves 
au inquiry into his state of mind, From a practical business 
point of view there is much to be said for the view that 
it is quite impossible for persons dealing with an agent, who is 
apparently exercising an authority which he in fact possesses, 
to probe into the mind of the agent to see whether he is in fact 
exercising that authority, or only using that authority as a blind 
to oneal the fact that he really secretly intends to take the 
benefit of the contract himself. Tho question how far evidence 








of intention is admissible in cases of agency was much discussed 
in Keighley, Maxsted, § Co. v. Durant (1901, A. C. 240). That 
was, it is true, a case of ratification, and the question was 
whether A. could ratify a contract which B. had made with ©., 
B. not having even purported to act on A.’s behalf. It was said 
that if B., when he made the contract, had in his own mind the 
intention to make the contract for A., then it could be ratified by 
A. Lord Maonacuren rejects the suggestion of an inquiry as 
to the agent’s undisclosed intention in these words: ‘It is, I 
think, a well-established principle of English law that civil 
obligations are not to be created by, or founded upon, undis- 
closed intentions,” and he quotes the quaint judgment of Brian, 
C.J., from the year-books of Epwarp IV., that “the thought 
of man is not triable, for the devil has not knowledgs of 
men’s thoughts.” Lord Brampron, in the same case, in 
rejecting the doctrine of the mental reservation which formed 
the very basis of the argument, says, to do otherwise would be 
to open wide a doorway to fraud and deception, and “ would 
necessitate the addition of the doubtful science of thought- 
reading to the requirements of a mercantile education.” On the 
other hand, it is obvious that the courts have very often to try 
the intention of a man. Whenever the question of motive 
arises, it is necessary from all the surrounding facts and circum- 
stances of the case to determine what was the real intention with 
which some act was done. The question of malice or fraud 
always involves an inquiry into motive or intention. But in cases 
of malice and fraud, again we have te deal with actions founded in 
tort, and not with a question of contract. However, it may be that 
this again is begging the question, and that this inquiry into the 


. | intention is necessary to determine whether there is any contract 


at all. If there is none, as Bicuam, J., found, then, though the 
action is in form one of contract, as there is really no contract, 
the action is misconceived. 

However, from whatever point of view it is looked at, 
the case is full of difficulties. Let us consider it for a 
moment from the point of view of the position of the 
agent. Would it have been open to him after subscribing these 
policies in the names of the defendants to have said to them, 
‘Oh, these are not contracts on your behalf; I intended them 
for myself and I shall keep all the premiums.” Clearly he could 
not have been heard tosay that. Again, supposing the defend- 
ants had sued the plaintiffs for premiums, would it have been 
possible for the plaintiffs to have said, ‘‘ We have reason to 
believe the agent never intended those contracts to be on your 
behalf.” Surely an attempt to give evidence to that effect 
would have been at once rejected. Yet, if it is not open to the 

laintiffs, can it be open to the defendants to raise such a 
Sitenes ? Inthe view taken by Bicuam, J., in the absence of 
ostensible authority, the authority in fact had to be limited to 
the terms of the actual authority. The actual authority 
being to write policies for and on behalf of the defendants, 
it became material to enquire whether in fact these policies 
were so written, and evidence of that fact, though it 
involved an inquiry as to “intention,” was admissible. 
Perhaps it is not exactly that the evidence was admissible as 
evidence of intention, but that it is admissible as shewing from 
the actual circumstances attendant upon the doing of the act that 
the agent did in fact act for himself, and himself alone. If that 
is made out, then, as Bronam, J., held in this case, the agent 
really defrauds the third party, not his principals, and everyone 
who deals with an agent runs, and must rua, the risk of the 
agent turning out fraudulent. This being so, the doctrine so 
often advanced ia these cases, that, where one of two innocent 
parties must suffer from the fraud of a third, he who has 
enabled the third party to commit the wrong ought to bear the 
loss, does not apply. If there was no authority to do the act, 
clearly the alleged principal cannot be said to be responsible for 
the third person’s fraudulently purporting to have it. The only 
remedy is for breach of warranty of authority against the agent. 

The case for the plaintiff might, of course, have been put 
from another point of view—namely, that they were entitled to 
assume from the position of the agent as a leading under. 
writer at Lloyd’s that he had general authority in fact, and 
that the defendants wero estopped from denying it. But 
this, of course, is holding out, and falls within the class 
of cases in which a general agent to make contracts 
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of a certain kind has been held to bind his principal by a 
contract of that kind, though made for the agent’s own purposes. 
It may perhaps be questioned whether the plaintiffs in this case 
may not have been a little premature in abandoning holding 
out. For, although holding out certainly involves something 
from the principal to the third party, some representation upon 
which the third party acts, and by virtue of which the 
principal is bound or estopped, it might surely have been con- 
tended here with some show of reason that that something is to 
be found in the fact that the defendants had put the 
defendant Burnanp in the position of their general agent 
at Lloyd’s to underwrite ordinary Lloyd’s risks. BicHam, 
J., says that it was impossible to treat the representation 
which Burnanp made when he signed the policies per procura- 
tion as the representation of the other defendants. Such repre- 
sentation was, he says, untrue to his knowledge, and an agent 
to make contracts on behalf of another has no power by his own 
unauthorized falsehood to create an estoppel against his 
principal so as, in effect, to entirely alter the scope of the 
authority. But it may be said the only representation which 
Burnanp made to the plaintiffs was ‘‘I am the agent of the 
defendants and have authority to make these contracts on their 
behalf.” Was not this the very representation which the 
defendants themselves had already made by putting him at 
Lloyd’s with the general authority of an underwriter to do 
ordinary Lloyd’s business ? 

From whatever point of view we consider this case, it presents 
points of great difficulty. But it is clearly a decision of far- 
reaching importance, and it will be interesting to see how the 
Court of Appeal, and possibly the House of Lords, solve the 
many knotty. points which it involves. 








Reviews. 


Books Received. 


English and Roman-Dutch Law: Being a Statement of the 
Differences between the Law of England and Roman-Dutch Law 
as Prevailing in South Africa and Some Other of the British Colonies. 
By GrorGe T. Morice, B.A. (Oxen.), Barrister-at-Law. Butter- 
worth & Co. 


A Summary of the Law relating to Corporations: Being an 
Analysis of the Powers and Limitations of all Corporate Bodies, 
Commercial, Municipal, and Otherwise. By Hrersert M. ADLER, 
M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

The Law of Stamp Duties on Deeds and Other Instruments. By 
E. N. ALPz, Barrister-at-Law. Revised and Amplified by ARTHUR 
B. Cane, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Ninth Edition. Jordan & Sons 
(Limited). 

The Law Quarterly Review. 


Edited by Sir FrepEricx Po.wock, 
Bart., D.C.L., LL.D. 


Jaly, 1903. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








Points to be Noted. 
Conveyancing. 


Resulting Trust-Conveyance to Husband of Land Purchased 
Out of Wife's Income.—<According to the principle of Caton v. 


Rideout (1 Mac. & G. 599), the receipt by the husband, with his wife’s | 


consent, of the income of her separate property raises presumption 
of a gift of such income to the husband from time to time, so that an 
account will not be directed against the husband or his estate. But 
this is only a presumption which may be rebutted by the circum- 
stances of the particular case, and where the husband used £1,310 of 
the wife's iccome for the purchase of land and took a conveyance in 
his own name, it was held that the presumption of gift should not be 





| 


made, and that there was a resulting trust in favour of the wife, just | 
as if the purchase had been made out of the capital of her separate | 


property. Mexcrer vr. Muncier (C.A., April 29) (1903, 2 Ch. 98). 


Common Law. 


Action for Palse Imprisonment—Olerk of the Peace Governor 
of Prison—Improper Werrant of Commitment.—The plaintiff was | 


wonvieted by 4 court of summary jurisdiction under the Vagrancy 
Act of the offence of indecent exposure, and sentenced to two months’ 
imjnisonment with hard labour. 


quarter sessions. More than three months afterwards, the recorder 


He appealed from this conviction to 


gave judgment, convicting the plaintiff, but altering the sentence 
substituting two months’ imprisonment in the second division for two 
months’ with hard labour. The recorder then altered the origi 
conviction in red ink to make it agree with his alteration of th 
sentence, but no fresh warrant of commitment was drawn up. The 
plaintiff was then taken to prison in custody, and the only documents 
handed to the governor of the prison were the altered conviction and 
the original warrant of the commitment, which upon the face of jt 
had been exhausted. He was detained in prison for some days, when th: 
conviction was quashed by the High Court upon other grounds and be 
was released. He then brought this action against the clerk of the peace 
of the borough and the governor of the prison for false imprisonment, 
Held, by Lord Alverstone C.J., that the action could not be main. 
tained against the clerk of the peace as he had only acted ministerially, 
had given no independent order, and merely carried out the direction 
of the recorder. Held, further, that the action was maintainable 
against the governor, as he had wrongfully received the plaintiff into 
custody without a warrant of commitment by the recorder, and that the 
documents handed to the governor were not equivalent to sucha 
warrant. Judgment for the defendant, the clerk of the peace, with 
costs. Judgment for the plaintiff as against the governor for £4 (the 
damages awarded by the jury) with costs. Certificate that action was 
properly brought in High Court.—DEMER v. CooK AND JOHNSON (8§ 
L. T. 629). 








Result of Appeals. 
House of Lords. 


(1) Tolhurst v. Associated Portland Cement Manufacturers (1900) (Limited), 
(2) Same v. Same and,Others (Consolidated). Appeals. Further and 
fully heard and consideration adjourned sine die. July 13. 


Appeal Court I. 


Ajax—1902—Folio 427. Berningsoch Dykeriaktieb Neptun v. The Owner 
of the Steamship or Vessel Ajax, her Cargo and Freight (Salvage), 
Appeal of plaintiffs from judgment of Mr. Justice Bucknill (set dom 
May 7, 1903). Dismissed with costs. July 9 

(Final List.) 

Cayo Bonito—1902.—Folios 94 & 78 (Consolidated). Owners of Steamship 
British Prince v. Owners of Steamship Cayo Bonito. Appeal of defend- 
ants from judgment of Mr. Justice Barnes (set down July 10, 1902). 
Dismissed with costs. July 10. 

(Original Motions.) 


3uxton v. Proctor. Application of defendant Proctor to advance hearingof 
appeal (No. 159, King’s Bench Final List). Buxton ». Proctor. 
Application of plaintiffs for security for costs of appeal. £20 ordered. 

y 13. 


Companhia Co-operativa Do Para v. London and River Plate Bavk 
(Limited). Application of respondents for security for costs of appeal 
(No. 37, New Trial Paper). £50 ordered. July 13. 

Hayward v. Dalton. Application of appellant Dalton to add parties to 
appeal (No. 28, King’s Bench Final List). Dismissed with. costs 
July 13. 

In the Matter of the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1897. Broomfield », 
Joseph Richmond & Uo. (Limited). Application of respondent to 
place this appeal (No. 21, W. C. C.) in the List of Interlocutory 
Appeals. Dismissed with costs. July 13. 

(New Trial Paper.) 

Hobbs v. Wilson. Application of plaintiff for judgment or new trial o 
appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial before Mr. Justice Jelf and 
a special jury, Reading (set down March 19, 1903). Dismissed with 
costs. July 15. 

(Final List.) 

Torbryan—-1902—Folio 232. Pietre and Others v. Owner: of the Steamship 
Torbryan (Breach of Contract.) Appeal of plaintiffs from orderof 
Mr. Justice Phillimore (set down Dec. 18, 1902). Dismissed with 
costs. July 15, 

(New Trial Paper.) 

Jones & Willis v. Perry Bros. Application of defendants for judgment o 
new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial before Mt 
Justice Channell and a common jury, Middlesex (set down April], 
1963), Dismissed with costs. July 16. 


Appeal Court U. 


In re A Debtor (ex parte The Debtor) No, 171, of 1903. Application for 
leave to appeal without depositing security for costs, &. £10 ordered. 
July 10. 

In re J. A. O'Sullivan (ex parte The Debtor) Ne, 40%, of 1808, Application 
to dispense with security for costs, £20 ordered. July 10. 

(Final List.) 

De Bathe v. Waring. Appeal of plaintiff from judgment of Mr. Justiee 
Phillimore, without a jury, Middlesex (set down Aug. 1H, 902). 
Allowed with costs. July 10, 
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(olwyn Bay and Colwyn Urban District Council (Appellants) v. Conway 
Rural District Council (Respondents). Appeal of appellants from 
judgment of Mr. Justice Bigham (set down Aug. 23, 1902). Dismissed 
with costs. July 10. 

Oliver v. The Nautilus Steam Shipping Co. (Limited). Appeal-of plaintiff 
from judgment of Mr. Justice Jelf, without a jury, Cardiff (set down 
Aug. 12, 1902). Stay of execution on payment of £1 a week pending 
appeal to House of Lords. July 11. 


(Final List.) 

Butler v. Keay. Appeal of defendant from judgment of Mr. Justice 
Bucknill (set down Aug. 25, 1902). Allowed; costs to be costs in the 
action. July 11. 

(General List.) 


Appeal of plaintiff from order of The Vice-Chancellor 


Formby v. Barker. 
Dis- 


of the County Palatine of Lancaster (set down Jan. 29, 1903). 
missed with costs. July 14. 
(Final List.) 
Hain & Sons rv. Gilliland & Sons. Appeal of defendants from judgment of 


Mr. Justice Bigham, without a jury, Middlesex (set down Aug. 8, 
1902) (c.a.v. June 30, 1903). Dismissed with costs. July 14. 


Birkbeck v. The Sheffield Union Banking Co. (Limited). Appeal of 
plaintiff from judgment of Mr. Justice Channell, without a jury, 
Birmingham (set down Oct. 21, 1902). Dismissed ; no costs either 
side. July 15. 

Gordon v. Trubshawe. Appeal of plaintiff from judgment of Mr. Justice 
PhiJlimore, without a jury, Middlesex (set down Oct. 31, 1902). 
Dismissed with costs for want of appearance. July 15. 


Re Harold Coxon, a Pauper. Guardians of the Poor of the Ormskirk 
Union, Appellants v. Guardians of the Poor of the Choriton Union, 
Respondents (Crown Side). Appeal of respondents from judgment of 
the Lord Chief Justice and Wills and Channell, JJ. (set down Nov. 
10, 1902). Dismissed with costs. July 15. 

The Legal Representatives of Hayward and Another v. Helen Dalton. 
Appeal of defendant from judgment of Mr. Justice Lawrance, without 
: Jury, Middlesex (set down Sept. 18, 1902). Dismissed with costs. 
July 16. 

{Compiled by-Mr. Arrnur F. Cuappre, Shorthand Writer.) 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


‘THE CAYO BONITO.”” No. 1. 9th and 10th July. 


Apwinatry —Coriision — Compvtsory Piroracr—Lonpon Distrier— 
awe Seanen "Pacts Act, 1825 (6 Gro. 4, c. 125), s. 59— 
RDER IN Councit, 18TH Ferrrvary, 1854—Mercnant Sarrine : 

i. eee me wea 1854—Mercnant Suirrine Act, 
Appeal by defendants from a decision of Gorell Barnes, J. (1902, P. 216), 
the question raised being the meaning to be attached to the words 
_ Constant traders’ in the statutory exemptions from compulsory pilotage 
in the London district. The action was one of damage by collision. The 
plaintiffs were the owners of - the steamship British Prince, and the 
defendants were the owners of the steamship Cayo Bonito. On the 8th of 
February, 1902, The British Prince, on @ voyage from New York to London 
and Antwerp, with a general cargo, a crew, and a duly licensed Trinity 
— pilot, was in the Duke of Edinburgh Channel, in the estuary of the 
ver Thames, when she came into collision with The Cayo Bonito, which 
Was a new ship and on her second voyage from: London to Coatzocoalcas, 
In Mexico, vid Antwerp, Havanna, and Vera Cruz, with a part general 
Cargo, one passenger, a crew, ahd a duly licensed Trinity House pilot. 
ea vessels sustwined considerable damage. By their defence the 
Gefendants pleaded, in the alternative, that ‘‘if the said collision was 
oe or contributed to by any of those on board The Cayo Bonito, which 
ey deny, it was solely caused or contributed to by the neglect or default of 

4 qualified pilot who was then in charge of The Cayo Bonito, and whose 
ployment by the defendants was compulsory by law, and for whose 
ee , itiocts, or defaults the defendants were not habdle.’’ At 
ad al of the action the pilot of The Cayo Bonito was found alone 
ime for the collision, and the question of law whether the 
Seoth vas compulsory was reserved for further consideration. 
thin on 59 of 6 Geo. 4, c. 125, provides that: ‘‘ Notwithstanding any- 
on _ - this Act contained, the master of any collier or of auy ship or 
Ce trading to Norway, or to the Cattegat or Baltic, or round the North 
ps or into the White Sea, on their inward or outward yoyages, or of any 
an oom trader inwards, from the ports between Boulogne inclusive and 
phy tic (all such ships and vessels having British registers and coming 
mA, ~ by the north channel, but not otherwise), or of any Irish trader 
oa | the navigation of the Rivers Thames and Medway, or of any ship or 
ahi + ah fe in the regular coasting trade of the kingdom, or of any 
or vessel wholly laden with stone from Guernsey, Jersey, Alderney, 
aan or Man, and being the production thereof, or of any ship or vessel 
ve Force wed the burthen of 60 tons and having a British register, except 
Hot re after provided,’’ may pilot his own ship without the aid of a 
PMot. By 16 & 17 Vict, c. 129, s. 21, power was given by Order in 








Council to exempt the masters of any ships or vessels, or classes of 
ships or vessels, from being compelled to employ pilots. By an 
Order in Council of the 18th of February, 1854, it was provided that: 
‘‘The masters of the undermentiorfed ships atd vessels shall, subject to 
the provision contained in the 59th section of the Act of Parliament 6 Geo. 
4, ec. 125, in t of the employment of unlicensed persons be 
exempted from compulsory pilo viz., of ships and. vessels trading to 
Norway, or to the Cattegat, or Baltic, or round the North Cape, or into 
the White Sea, when coming up by the south channels; of ships and 
vessels trading to ports between Boulogne (inclusive) and the Baltic on 
their outward passages, and when coming up by the south passages.”’ 
By section 603 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, it was provided 
that: ‘‘ (1) subject to any alteration to be made by the Board of Trade 
or by any pilotage authority in pursuance of the powers hereinbefore 
contained, the employment of pilots shall continue to be compulsory in 
all districts where it was compulsory immediately before the commence - 
ment of this Act, but all exemptions from that compulsory pilotage sball 
continue to be in force.’’ Gorell Barnes, J., h-ld that the defendants 
were liable as their vessel was exempt from compulsory pilotage, being a 
‘** constant trader’ between London and ports onthe continent north of 
Brest, within the meaning of the exemption in section 59 of 6 Geo. 4, c. 
125, supplemented by the Order in Council of the 18th of February, 1854, 
and kept alive by section 603 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894. From 
this judgment the defendants now appealed. 

Tue Cover (Coutrxs, M-R., and Marnew and Cozens-Hanpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed .the appeal and affirmed the judgment of the court below. 
Appeal dismissed.—Covnser, Asquith, K.C., F. Laing, K.C., and R. H. 
Balloch ; Aspinall, K.C., and Dawson Miller. Soxicrroxs, Hollams, Sons, 
Coward, & Hawksley ; Thomas Cooper § Co., for Hill, Dickinson, Dickinson, 
Hill, § Roberts, Liverpool. 

{Reported by E. G. Stittwett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re SAMUEL ALLSOPP & SONS (LIM.). No. 2. 8th July. 


Practice—Aprrat — Company—Peririon ror RepvctioN or Caprrat— 
Frxat or INTERLocUTORY. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Byrne, J. reported ante, p. 638), 
refusing to sanction a reduction of the capital of the company. An 
application was made on behalf of the company that the appeal should be 
treated as interlocutory, and put in that list for the 20nd of July. Re 
Naval, Military, and Civil Service Co-operative Society of South Africa (reported 
ante, p. 618) was cited in support of the application. 

Tur Covrr (Vavanan Writiams, Romer, and Sririixe, L.JJ.) made the 
order asked for.—Covunset, Levett, K.C., Kirby and Renshaw, Soricrrors, 
Travers Smith, Braithwaite, § Robinson, 

[Reported by J. I. Stieiixa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


OLIVER v. NAUTILUS STEAM SHIPPING CO. (LIM.). 
8th and 9th July. 


Master aNp Sexvant—Ewmptoyers’ Lianmity—Lecat Liasiiry ry Person 
OTHER THAN THE EmpLoyer— Payment ny EwpLoyer—Receret—Wirnovt 
Presupice— Exercise or Orion RY WorkKMAN—WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION 
Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. c. 37), 8. 6. 

This was an appeal from the decision of Jelf, J., and it raised an 
important question upon section'6 of the Workmen's Compensation Act, 
1897, which is as follows: ‘‘ Where the injury for which compensation is 
payable under this Act was caused under circumstances creating a legal 
liability in some person other than the employer to pay damages in respect 
thereof, the workman may, at his option, proceed either at law against that 
person to recover damages or against his employer for compensation under 
this Act, but not against both, and if compensation be paid under this Act 
the employer shall be entitled to be indemnitied by the said other person.”” 
The plaintiff Oliver was an engine-fitter in the employ of John Rodgers & 
Co. (Limited), ship repairers, at Cardiff, who, in November, 1901, were 
carrying out repairs on board the steamship Elm Branch, belonging 
to the defendants, the Nautilus Steam Shipping Co. (Limited), 
and then lying in the Roath Basin, Cardiff. On the 26th of that 
month the plaintiff, by the direction of his employers, went on board 
the vessel; and, while he was working close to the disconnected end 
of the steampipe from the donkey-engine a man in the employment 
of the defendants, and in charge of the donkey-engine, suddenly, and 
without any warning to the plaintiff, started it, with the result that the 
plaintiff was severely scalded and otherwise injured by the escaping steam 
and had to be taken to the Cardiff Infirmary. At the time of the accident 
the plaintiff was in receipt of wages at the rate of £2 Is. a week. On the 
2nd of December, 1901, he wrote to his employers from the infirmary in- 
forming them of his accident. On the Sth January, 1902, the agent of 
the insurance company, with whom tlie employers had effected insurance 
against accidents to workmen in their employ, called u the plaintiff at 
the hospital to ascertain his condition, On the 15th of January the agent 
called again and paid the plaintiff £4 18s, 4d., being at the rate of £1 a 
week for four weeks and four days up to the 11th of January, at the same 
time handing to the plaintiff for signature a form of receipt as in Rewdall 
v. Hill's Dry Docks and Bngineering To. (48 W. R. 530; 1900, 2 Q. B. 246), 
stating that the sum had been received from his employers per the insur- 
ance company ‘‘on account of compensation which may be or become due 
to me wnder the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1897, in respect of the 
accident which occurred to me on the 26th day of November, 1901," The 

laintiff thereupon signed the receipt. A few days atterwards the delegate 

or South Wales of the Amalgamated Society of Engineers, a trade union 


No, 2. 


of which the plaintiff was a member, called upon the plaintiff, and 





672 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





July 18, 1903, 





cautioned him against accepting any future payments without stipulating 
that he did so ‘‘ without prejudice.’’ Accordingly when the insurance 
agent next called, on the 22nd of January, and tendered the plaintiff £1 as 
a payment for the week from the 11th and 18th of January, the plaintiff 
informed him that he could only accept that and any further payments 
** without prejudice,’ to which the agent assented and said he would make 
a note of it, which he then didin his notebook. The plaintiff then accepted 
the £1 and signed a receipt as before, though the receipt did not itself 
contain the words ‘‘ without prejudice.’’ On the Ist of April, 1903, the 
plaintiff left the infirmary. Weekly payments of £1 continued to be 
made t> him upon receipts as before until the 29th of May, when he 
refused toaccept any further payments at all; and on the 5th of June, 1903, 
he issued the writ in this action against the defendants, the owners of the 
steamship, claiming damages for personal injuries. The action was tried 
at Cardiff by Jelf, J., withouta jury, the damages being agreed at £375 in 
the event of the judge’s finding in favour of the plaintiff. His lordship 
held that the plaintiff was, under the circumstances, debarred by the pro- 
visions of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, from pursuing his 
common law remedy against the defendants, and ordered judgment to be 
entered for the defendants. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Cover (Vavcnan Wittiams, Romer, and Srirure, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Vavcuan WriiuiusMs, L.J.—In this case the defendants, who are 
admittedly under a primd facie liability to the plaintiff for the injury which he 
has sustained, rely for their defence on section 6 of the Workmen's 
Compensation Act, 1897. It is contended that the plaintiff, having 
succeeded in obtaining compensation under the Act from his employers, 
cannot by reason of the terms of section 6 now bring anaction against the 
persons who are legally liable for his injury. In my judgment it is plain 
that if the workman here has actually received compensation from his 
employer he cannot afterwards sue the other person. The only question 
here, therefore, is whether compensation has been actually paid under the 
Act of 1897 by the employer to the workman. If it had not been for the 
qualification ‘‘ without prejudice ’’ which was expressed by the workman 
on the occasion of receiving the second payment, and which qnalification 
was noted by the agent who made the payment in his book, I should have 
been inclined to say that an action against persons other than the 
employer could not have been brought having regard to section 6. But I 
think that this qualification ‘‘ without prejudice’’ which was inserted by 
the workman and accepted by the agent makes all the difference. It was 
practically admitted by the respondents that all payments which were 
accepted by the workman ‘‘ without prejudice ’’ were not payments which 
prevented the workman from suing tke third persons mentioned in section 
6. That being so, it seems to me that the only difficulty which remains 
is the difficulty which arises in irespect of the first payment—that is, 
the payment on the 15th of January, 1902—which was not made subject 
to any reservation “without prejudice.”’ The question is whether we 
ought to consider this first payment as having been made subject to the 
same condition as the others. I think that we'ought, for the reason that the 
receipt does not in itself create an estoppel cf any sort, but you may take 
all the circumstances into consideration and ask what was really intended 
when this receipt was given by the plaintiff. Ido not think that it is a 
fair inference to draw that in giving this receipt the plaintiff was making 
any election at all under section 6 as to what was the best course for him 
to take. It may be that the receipt of money is a claim or proceeding 
within section 6, but that cannot be where the payment is made te and the 
receipt given by a sick man, who at the moment of giving the receipt 
expressly stipulates that itis to\be without prejudice. In my judgment 
that disposes of this case. I think that the plaintiff was entitled to bring 
this action and that the judgment of Jelf, J., ought to be reversed and 
judgment entered for the plaintiff for the agreed damages, £375. 

Rouex and Srruumc, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect.— 
Counse., Evans, K.C., and Sankey; Abel Thomas, K.C., and Parsons. 
Sorscrrous, Botterell & Roche ; Riddell & Co. 

J. 1. Sriewixe 


Beprtei by Esy., Barrixter-at-Law 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


In the Gods of WALTER GEORGE BURTON (PRESUMED DECEASED). 
Jeune, P. 14th July. 


Provate—Leave to Swear Deatu. 


This was 2 motion to presume the death of Csptain Burton, master of the 
steamship Palm, belonging to the African Steamship Co., the managing 
owners of the vessel being Messrs. Elder, Dempster, & Co. It will be 
remembered that at the beginning of the present year large consignments of 
coal were shipped from this country to America in conxequence of the great 
strike prevailing at that time, and many ships were chartered to carry 
coal which were usually engaged in other trades. On the 4rd of January, 
1903, Captain Burton sailed in command of The l’almas from Newport, 
Moumouthehire, for Boston, U.S.A., where she would have been due 
about the 17th of January. On the 9th of January she was spoken in 
lat, V)N., long. 29 W., by the Cunard liner Sazonia, which was the last 
time the had been seen, but on the 9th of April a lifebuoy belonging to 
The Palmas hat been picked up off the coast of Shetland. The ship had 
any ang as missing, and the underwriters had paid as on a total loss ; 
and the Mutual Ineurance Office of New York, in which Captain Burton 
was ineured, had had notice of this motion and did not oppoue, 

Jxcus, P., gave leave to ewear the death on or since the tth of April, 
1903.~—4oe ser, Barnard, Sorsacrrous, Collins & Collins 


Reporte by Gwenn Harr, Key, Barrister-at-law 
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High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
LOCKWOOD v. COOPER. Div. Court. 10th July. 


Inn—Orrences—Surrerinc Gaminc on Licensep Premises— Wap 
Drive ’’—Laicensinc Act, 1872, s. 17. 

This was an appeal by D. A. Lockwood, the proprietor of the © 
Hotel, Ftley, who had been summoned before certain justices of the peag 
for the East Riding of Yorkshire and convicted for suffering gaming on hiy 
licensed premises contrary to section 17 of the Licensing Act, 1872. J 
the hearing of the information it was proved or admitted that the appellay 
let a large room in the Crescent Hotel to the members of the Filey Indog 
Games Club—a club composed of ladies and gentlemen of good sogig 
position resident in the neighbourhood—for which they paid so mug 
weekly. On the night of the 24th of February, 1903, some forty or fifty ladig 
and gentlemen, the majority of whom were members of the club, met jp 
this room to play a whist drive for prizes, which, when won, were take 
by the winners of the game. The prizes were not subscribed for by th 
players, but were given by persons who were not playing, and no m 
was staked. The appellant contended that these facts did not shew that he 
had been guilty of the offence of which he had been charged, and Reg, y, 
Ashton (22 L. J. M. C. 1), Dyson v. Mason (22 Q. B. D. 351), and Jenkay, 
Turpin (13 Q. B. D. 505) were cited. For the respondent it was said thy 
it was not necessary to prove that the appellant had knowingly suffer 
the gaming to take place, and, it having been shewn that in fact g 
did take place on his premises, the offence was proved. The game, althoug} 
not played for money stakes, was played for prizes, and, being a game of 
cards, and therefore one in which the element of chance necessarily entered, 
came within the definition of gaming. 

Lord Atvenstone, C.J., in giving judgment, said: If there was ay 
ground here for suggesting that this was in fact a gambling arrangement 
by which the players one after another staked all round, different con. 
siderations would arise. The Licensing Act ought to be strictly enforced 
and carried out, no doubt, because it was a penal Act, but nevertheless the 
court must take care not to strain the words of the section beyond th 
principle of the decisions upon them. It was not necessary for him to say 
that no game played for prizes on licensed premises would not come within 
the mischief of the section, nor to decide that a game of skill would k 
exempt. Both these questions were dealt with at length in Dyson v. Mas, 
and also, he believed, in other cases. Here the justices found that the ladies 
and gentlemen of this club were competing for prizes given by their 
friends, who were not playing, and there was no suggestion that in what 
they did they desired to evade the statute. The justices appear to haw 
wished to raise the point for the decision of this court, whether playing 
any game of skill and chance not bring an unlawful game of itself, and 
not being played for money stakes, was within the section. In his opinion 
they had not to decide that question here, because he thought that they 
could not hold that this whist drive, played under these conditions, was 
gaming at all within the meaning of the statute. For these reasons th 
conviction could not be supported, and this appeal must be allowed. 

Wu.ts and Crannett, JJ., concurred. Conviction quashed.—Counsu, 
Danckwerts, K.C., and Stutfield ; Montague Lush, K.C., and Cautl-y. Sor 
rors, 7. H. Hiseott, for Tasker Hart, Scarborough ; 2B ckett, Stuart, § Nash, 
for J. R. Procter, Beverley. 

[Reported by Erskine Resp, Esy., Barrister-at-Law. 


BRITISH MARINE MUTUAL INSURANCE ASSOCIATION (LIM) +. 
DRAFFEN, READ, AND MORGAN. Bigham, J. 3rd, 6th, and 7th July. 
PrixcrpaL anp Acent—Score or Avrnoriry — Unperwairer’s Nat 
Oitrep From Re-rnsurance Poticy—Lianiiiry or ‘* Names.” 
This was an action brought to recover as for a total loss of The Vm 
Stabel under a policy of marine insurance dated the 7th of August, 1902, 
subscribed by the three defendants through Percy Burnand as their agett, 
The total loss and the policy were admitted. The authorities given by the 
defendants to Burnand were in effect to authorize him to carry on th 
ordinary business of an underwriter at Lloyd’s for and on their beball 
In the authority given by Draffen there was a limitation that Burnand 
should take a line equal to that taken by Draffen. Burnand subscribed 
the policy sued on with the defendants’ names. Burnand’s name was pur 
posely omitted from the policy sued on, since, a solvency policy 
being required, it could thus be obtained at a cheaper rate 
For the defendants it was contended that what Burnand did wa 
for his own account, he took the risk on “office account’—it 
for himself. There was no ostensible authority or holding om 
There was no actual authority: the agreement between Dr 
and Burnand expressly provided that Burnand was to take at least @ 
equal risk. As to the other two defendants, the usage of Lloyd's as to the 
underwriter subscribing his own name in addition to the other names, 
limits the liability of the two defendants —i.c., an underwriter must takes 
line as well as his ‘‘ names,’’ That even if authority existed it was nota 
fact exercised. If Burnand wrote risks aad received no premium, 
Hambro v. Burnand and Others (ante, p. 653) applied: if Burnand 
received premiums, they were not entered in the premium jout 
the risks not in the voyage book, and no evidence that premium 
had been credited to or employed on the defendants’ account. For 
plaintiffs it was contended that the three defendants had given an authority 
to Burnand to carry on an underwriting bueiness at Lloyd's, and thate 
policy had been subscribed in their names, well within Lloyd's undet- 
writing business. ‘There was no evidence that Burnand undertook this 
transaction for himself and not for his “names”: in the settlement 
the loss is put down to the “names.” If there were evidence, as far® 
actual authority is concerned Hambro v. Burnand and Others was bind 
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a <a 
but in this case there was ostensible authority, which was different. 


Further, there was a holding out, and a secret limitation made no differ- 


hewn, J., gave judgment as follows: This case was different from 
that of Hambro v. Burnand and Others. This was an action brought by the 
plaintiffs against the defendants to recover as for a total loss under a 
policy dated the 7th of August, 1902, subscribed by them through 
Bornand as their agent. He was of opinion that Burnand had authority 
marine risks, and that the risk in question came within that 
ity. It was objected that Burnand’s name did not appear; it was 
id that Burnand should take a line when the defendants did. As regards 
Draffen there was an agreement that Burnand should take a risk equal or 
than Draffen’s. As regards the other defendants, it was said that 
there was a practice that the underwriter takes part of the risk himself. 
Assuming such a custom existed, it did not, in his opinion, affect this case. 
‘As between the assured and the underwriters for whom Burnand wrote the 
assured knew nothing about any arrangement existing between Burnand 
and his principals. The limitation of Burnand’s authority by Draffen 
was a private arrangement. He did not accept the evidence that a person 
taking a policy such as the one sued on should be taken to have received 
notice that the underwriter was going beyond his authority. He was of 
opinion that the policy was issued with the actual authority of the 
incipals. Admitting the fact of authority, he was of opinion that the 
eos was done in the ordinary course for the ‘‘ names ’’ and not for 
Burnand. Burnand had authority to underwrite this risk, and did exercise 
that authority on behalf of the defendants. Though not necessary, he 
would, if he had to deal with the point, decide that there was a holding 
out which would estop the defendants. Judgment for plaintiffs against 
the defendants for £200 each —Covnssx, Scrutton, K.C., and Leck ; Rufus 
Isaacs, K.C., J. A. Hamilton, K.C., and Loehnis. Sotscrrors, Wultons, 
Joknson, Bubb, & Whatton ; Thomas Cooper § Co. 
[Reported by W. T. Turton, Esg., Barrister-at-Law. | 


BUSHELL ». HAMMOND AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 10th July. 
Licensrnc Acr, 1902, s. 11 (4)—Conrrot or Jesticgs ovER SrrucrureE or 

Licensep Premises—Passace—Srconp En'trraxce—Jvrispicrion To 

Orper PassaGr TO BE CLOSED. 

Appeal from a decision of Kent justices raising the question whether 
under the Licensing Act, 1902, justices had power to order alterations to 
apart of the licensed premises where liquor was neither sold nor con- 
sumed and thereby closing up a second existing entrance to the business 
part of the premises. The facts were, shortly, that the appellant, G. H. 
Bushell, who is the tenant of a fully licensed house known as the ‘‘ Coach 
and Horses,’ Ramsgate, at the annual general licensing meeting applied 
fora renewal of his licence. . The justices decided to renew the licence, 
but made it subject to the condition that the appellant should close 
up with a gate, to be kept locked and.only opened when necessary for 
the delivery of beer, coals, or other goods, a passage which ran by the 
side of the hotel, from which access could be obtained to the bars, and 
the words on the lamp and notice on.the wall to the effect that the 
passage led to the bars should be removed. Section 11 (4) of the Act 
of 1902, under which the justices purported to have jurisdiction to order 
this back entrance to be closed, enacts that ‘‘ where a person applies for 
the renewal of a licence for the sale by retail of intoxicating liquors to be 
consumed on the premises, the licensing justices may require a plan 
of the premises to be produced before them and on renewing 
auy such licence they may, by order, direct that such alterations 
as they think reasonably necessary to secure the proper conduct of the 
business shall be made in that part of the premises where intoxicating 
liquor is sold or consumed.’’ For the appellant it was contended that this 
order referred to a part of the premises where intoxicating liquor was 
neither ‘‘ sold or consumed,’’ and therefore was ultra vires. 
+Tar Courr (Lord Atversronr, C.J., and Wiis and Cuannett, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord A.versronx, in giving judgment, said to agree with the argument 
of the appellant they would defeat the usefulness of this enactment, 
Which was clearly intended to give licensing justices control over the 
structure of licensed premises and to empower them to order such altera- 
lions thereto as were in their opinion reasonably necessary for the proper 
conduct of the business. Sub-section 4 of section 11, which gave the 
plaintiffs a right to require the production of plans of licensed premises, 
including passages and means of access to all parts of a building where 
intoxicating liquor was sold. If they were to hold that a club-room was 
Within the section, but the passage outside leading to it was not, because 
liquor was not sold to be drunk in the passage but in the club-room they 
v The finding of the 
justices was that although beer was not drunk in the passage there was 
hothing in fact to prevent it being consumed there. Further, there was a 
finding that the back entrance by the passage was used by customers for 
the purpose of entering and leaving the bars. _In his opinion the justices 
Were right in coming to the conclusion that the alteration they desired 
made related toa part of the licensed premises where intoxicating liquor 
Was sold or consumed, and therefore that under the new Act they had 
jurisdiction to order the assage to be closed. For himself he thought 
the justices had poo ob their discretion in a very reasonable manner. 

ohler asked for leave to appeal, stating that this was a test case and one 
of great importance to the trade. 

Lond Aivensronn, C.J., said as it was a test case they would give leave, 
butadded that the granting of the application must not be taken as 
Ps ngs that the court had any doubt about the matter,—Counse., 
Me * Dickens, K.C., and J. W. Weigall, Sorscrrons, Kingston, Dormer, 
$ Co,, a” Weigall, Ramagate ; Speeehly, Mumford, § Co., tor Bd, Wotton, 
Ramagate, 


[Reported by Enexine Rerp, Baq., Barrister-at-Law, | 





ROBINSON BROTHERS . ts) v. DIXON mdent). 
ie coreg SS cries 


Revenve—Groaeinc Spr Casks—Exrractinc Sperrir rrom Woop or 
Casxs—Srmir Exvupinc rrom tHE Woopo—Lianmitry—Finance Act, 
1898 (61 & 62 Vicr. c. 10), s. 4, sun-section 1 (5). 

Case stated by justices for the county of Durham. An information 
was laid by the respondent under section 4 of the Finance Act, 1898, 
against the appellants charging that they on the 27th of May, 1902, at 
Houghton-le-Spring, had on their premises certain spirits extracted from 
the wood of certain casks in contravention of the statute. Section 4 (1) 
of the above Act provides that ‘‘a person shall not subject any cask to 
any process for the purpose of extracting any spirits absorbed in the wood 
thereof ; or’ (4) have on his premises any cask which is being subjected to 
any such process or any spirits extracted from the wood of any cask,” At 
the hearing of the information it was proved as follows: That an Inland 
Revenue supervisor, on the 27th of May, 1902, visited the premises of the 
appellants, who carry on business at Houghton-le-Spring as brewers and 
wine and spirit merchants, and that he there found two casks 

and standing under a tree in the yard where they had 

been placed to be screened from the sun, but where it was 
admitted the sun might reach them during some part of the day. 
One of the casks which had originally contained 101-6 gallons of 
rum of the strength of 32°2 di over proof, then contained a little over 
an imperial quart of rum 21'2 degrees over proof. The other cask, which 
had originally contained 107°8 gallons of whiskey 22°9 degrees over proof, 
then contained a little less than an imperial quart of spirit of the strength 
of 9°0 degrees over proof. An Inland Revenue officer had analyzed the said 
spirits and found them to contain a greater amount of tannin than is 
found in ordinary commercial spirits, and also compound ethers which 
came from substances absorbed in the wood casks, and he had no doubt 
that the said spirits had been extracted from the wood of the casks. It 
was also proved that the two casks found by the inspector, after being 
pumped out and turned upside down to drain for a few minutes, had been 
placed where found in the ordinary course of business, and were intended to 
remain there until an opportunity arose for returning the cask which had 
contained whiskey to the distillery from which it had been received, 
and until a customer was found to purchase the cask which had contained 
rum; that the former cask had been where found for about three weeks, 
the latter for about six weeks, and that such casks had not been subjected by 
the appellants to any process for the purpose of extracting spirit from the 
wood thereof. After consideration of the whole of the evidence the 
justices found as facts that the casks were placed where found to await 
removal or disposal as aforesaid, and that neither the appellants nor their 
servants or agents had subjected the casks or either of them to any 
process for the purpose of extracting spirits from the wood thereof: but 
having regard to the evidence of the inspector that the spirits found in the 
casks, or some t thereof, had come from the wood of the said casks, 
and to the fact that the said spirits had been found by the inspector in the 
two casks on the premises of the a ts, they convicted the appellants 
of the offence charged against them in the information. ‘The question of 
law for the opinion of the court was whether the words ‘‘ extracted from 
the wood of any cask ’’ were meant to cover the accumulation in the cask of 
spirit which had exuded from the wood of such cask, after the same had 
been emptied in the usual course, without active or permissive process on 
the part of the appellants. 

Trae Covrt (Lord Atverstons, C.J., and Wiis and Crayneit, JJ.) ip 
allowing the appeal, held that the word “ extracting ’’ did not include 
exuding, and that there had been no extracting of the spirit from the 
wood, and that, therefore, the conviction could not be sustained. A 
allowed and conviction quashed.—Counse., Sir R. B. Finlay, A.G., and 


Rowlatt ; Danckwerts. K.C., and Bruce Williamson. Sourcrrons, Solicitor ef 


Inland Revenue; J. G. Wilson, Ormsby, §& Cadle, Durham. 
{Reported by E. G. Struuwsxt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





New Orders, &c. 


The New Land Transfer Rules. 


Tur draft of a new Order containing 344 rules has been issued together 
with the draft of a new Fee Order. The following memorandum on the 
changes introduced by the new Rules and Fee Order has been supplied. 


Rees, 

The most important changes in practice will probably be found to be 
the following :— ; 

(1.) Rule 36, giving facilities for registration of an absolute title after 
six years’ possessory registration founded on a purchase, 

(2.) Rules 56, 57, 59, and 141, enabling a leaseholder who shews a good 
title to his lease, but whe cannot shew his lessor’s title, to be registered 
with a ‘good leasehold title the effeot of which for 7 Purposes, 
except that it does not guarantee the lease itself, will be the same as 
an absolute title. ' 

(3.) Rules 83 to 86, removing an impediment that had occurred in regard 
to first registration of charity lands, . 

(4.) Rules 92 to 4, 150, and 228 to 251, defining the practice under 
cautions. 

(5.) Rules ®% and 117, enabling a temporary note (called a Priority 
Notice) to be placed on the register, securing priority for a few days for a 
specified intended registration or pending (ransaction, 
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(6.) Rule 120, regulating the practice where a lease contains a stipula- 
tion that assignments and other dispositions are to be produced to and 
endorsed by the lessor. ; 

(7.) Rules 244 to 248, legalizing the practice which has been adopted in 
regard to facilitating loans on equitable security, in cases where the Land 
Certificate is not in existence at the time when the loan is made. 

(8.) Rule 259, simplifying the form of Certificates of Charge. 

(9.) Rule 271, enabling registration to be completed provisionally with- 
out a plan in certain cases. 

(10.) Rules 300 to 304, modifying the procedure on appeals to the court. 

(11.) Rule 271, dealing with solicitors’ costs—notably paragraph (B.) (i.), 
substituting a new scale for the present usual scale for conducting a 
registration with possessory title. The general effect of this alteration 
will be to diminish the fee in the case of the lower values (£1,000 and 
under), the reduction being compensated for by allowing somewhat higher 
fees in the case of large properties. By a re-arrangement of some of the 
sub-clauses the meaning of the existing rule is also made clearer. 

12.) In Forms 6 to 12 and 23 to 27 the restrictions and instruments 
relating to settled land have been re-inodelled. 

(13.) The Form (66) of the Land Certificate has received a modification 
adapting it to re-issue on a change of proprietor. 

The general arrangement and plan of the Rules remain the same as 
before: the provisions required in ordinary cases appear at the beginning 
of each sub-division, and will be found to be few and simple. Cases of 
less frequent occurrence are dealt with in the later portions, and it is here 
that the principal increase in the bulk of the Rules has taken place. 


Fre Orper. 


The principal alterations made in the new Fee Order are as follows :— 

(1.) Rule 7, in the great majority of cases, reduces the initial cost 
of obtaining an absolute title to £2 for the first £1,000 in value, plus £1 for 
the second and every subsequent £1,000 up to a maximum of £33 for over 
£31,000. These sums will include all incidental costs. If an absolute 
title is not granted, the fee paid (except a small proportion retained for 
the original entry of the application) will be returned. All these features 
are new. 

In cases over £1,000 value the difference between the full fee for absolute 
title and the reduced amounts above stated is afterwards made up by fees 
payable on future dealings by the purchasers and others who obtain the 
benefit of the absolute title. 

The practical effect of the new Rule is to enable every purchaser in 
London, for a small additional outlay on completion, to obtain an 
absolute title—after which large economies are effected on future dealings. 
As it is the main object of possessory registration to afford facility for the 
entry of absolute title, a memorandum is drawn up in the registry on every 
possessory registration, and on every sale under a possessory title, shewing 
the fee payable for an absolute title in the particular case, This is 
handed to the person presenting the application, to enable him to bring 
the fact to the notice of his client. 

(2.) Paragraph B. reduces the fees payable for registering deaths, gifts, 
and other transactions where value is not exchanged to one-sixth of the 
usual fee (instead of one-fourth as at present), with a maximum of £2 
(instead of £5). 

(3.) In paragraphs G, H, I, and J of the Order, a large number of minor 
incidental fees are either reduced or remitted. No fees are increased. 

(4.) Rule 6 replaces Rule 78c of the existing Rules. The time within 
which an instrument can be registered at the reduced fee is altered from 
14 days from the date of execution of the conveyance to seven days from 
the first registration of the land. This alteration will considerably increase 
the number of cases to which the reduced fee will apply. I 

(5.) The existing Rule 17 is omitted. It is replaced by new Rule 23, 
The new Rule provides specifically for the particular case of hardship for 
which the former Rule (which was unnecessarily wide in its application) 
provided an indirect remedy. 

It may be pointed out with regard to the fees generally, that the Act of 
1897 (section 20) requires that the Office shall pay its own expenses (in- 
cluding the annual contribution to the Insurance Fund) and no more. 
This provision has been observed. The same Act, in a schedule, fixed the 
scale of fees to be charged, subject to alteration by Rule. The scale so 
fixed has never been raised, all the alterations introduced by Rules having 
been by way of reduction. ‘ 








_ Mr. Justice Jelf has returned to London from Switzerland very much 
improved in health, and has resumed his jndicial duties. 
The Lord Chief Justice will preside at the annual meeting of the Inns of 


Court Mission, which will take place in the Middle Temple Hall on Wed- 
nesday, the 22nd inst., at 1.3." ‘ta ach 


On Monday last, in the Court of Appeal No. 2, says the Times, Lord 
Justice Vaughan Williams (addressing Mr. Astbury, K.C.) said that he 
was desirous of consulting the convenience of the leaders of the Chancery 
bar with regard to the resumption of the hearin 





of Chancery appeals, | cases they think that if no arrangement is mate 
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WE continue from p. 658 our extracts from this report : 

Conveyancing Bills —The Lord Chancellor has again promised to intp, 
duce these Bills if he has an opportunity. 

County "Courts Jurisdiction Extension Bill.—As stated in the annual repoy 
for the year 1902, the Council caused to be prepared a Bill to extend ay 
amend the jurisdiction and practice of the county courts. The Bill wy 
introduced by Sir Albert Rollit in the House of Commons, but made yy 
progress. Before the commencement of the present session the Coungj 
considered the question of the reintroduction of the Bill, but were adyisg 
that a Bill of that nature, containing as it did numerous clauses whigh 
might be made the occasion of opposition, had practically no chanee ¢ 
passing without the support of the Government. Tbe Council therefoy 
prepared a Bill limited to the one question of extending the ordi 
jurisdiction of the county courts from £50 to £100. This Bill was inty. 
duced by Sir Albert Rollit, supported by Sir Henry Fowler, and was req 
a second time early in the session and was referred to the Grand Committ, 
on Law, which introduced certain amencments increasing the jurisdictin 
of the registrar from £2 to £5, and enabling the judge to transfer a ca» 
in which over £50 is claimed from one court in his district to another fq 
the purposes of hearing. Many Provincial Law Societies have petitioned in 
favour of the Bill, as have the Municipal Corporations Association and many 
Municipal Corporations and Chambers of Commerce, and in the regu 
upwards of 130 petitions in favour of the Bill have been presented to th 
House of Commons. ‘The Bill has passed the report stage. 

Justices of the Peace Bill,—The Lord Chancellor having introduced a Bill 
to amend the law relating to justices of the peace with respect to residéeng 
and the removal of ex-officio justices, the Council took the opportunity of 
calling the attention of the Lord Chancellor to the existing disqualiticatiq 
of solicitors as county justices, and on his lordship’s motion the following 
amendment has been introduced into the Bill, namely:: ‘‘ A solicitor my 
be appointed a justice of the peace for any county in England or Wale 
but it shall not be lawful for any solicitor being a justice to practise him. 
self or by any partner directly or indirectly before any court of sum 
jurisdiction or quarter sessions for that county.’”’ The Bill as amended 
has passed the Lords. 

Licensing Bill, 1902.—The amendment of clause.12 (formerly clause 1) 
of this Bill desired by the Council was adopted. ‘The clause as originally 
drafted precluded a justice’s clerk from practising in licensing matters not 
only in his own district but ‘‘in any district adjoining thereto.’ Wha 
the Bill was in committee the words quoted were struck out, and the 
following words were inserted in their place, viz., “‘or for any perso 
carrying on business in that district or in any district adjoining thereto,” 
The substituted words were afterwards struck out, so that a justice's clek 
is precluded from practising in licensing matters only in his own district, 
which the Council consider is perfectly reasonable. 

Prevention of Corruption Bill—The Lord Chancellor’s Bill was reintr- 
duced early in the Session. Certain amendments were made in Committe 
which appeared to the Council to alter the character of the Bill in imps. 
tant particulars, and they called the attention of the profession to them. 
The Bill has passed the Lords and has, been read a second time in the 
House of Commons, and referred to the Standing Committee on Lav, 
The Council cannot at the present time state the result of the action they 
are tiking in the matter, but it is directed towards restoring the Bill to the 
form in which it was introduced in the Lords. 

Allowances between Solicitors.—Many inquiries having been addressed to 
the Council on the subject of allowances between solicitors, they took steps 
to ascertain the practice in the provinces, and in Scotland and Ireland, 
In the result they have cupeiel the opinion that it is not illegal or con- 
trary to professional etiquette for an arrangement to be made under which 
an English solicitor takes some interest in the profits of business intr 
duced or entrusted by him to an Irish, Scottish, or Colonial solicitor who 
does the work necessary to be done in his own country, or under which a 
English solicitor allows a like interest to an Irish, Scottish, o 
Colonial solicitor in respect of work done by tie English solicitor 
in England. But they are also of opinion that in the absente 
of the client’s consent to the English  solicitor’s retaining te 
profit allowed to him under any such an arrangement for his own benefit, 
he may have to account for it to the client. ‘Chis does not apply to the 
practice as between country solicitor and London agent, which is upon 
different footing and is recognized by the courts: see Re Pomeroy (18%, 
1 Ch. 284). 

Costs of Marriage Settlements and Ancillary Documents.—The Council have 
recently had under consideration the whole question of the costs 
marriage settlements and ancillary documents. They are of opinion thet 
an arrangement between the parties to pay the costs out of the settled 
fund, or that the parties should bear their own costs, is a reasonable and 
proper one, and a desirable one to make, but having regard to the decided 

Seoneen the parties 


Tlie court wished to continue as long as possible the hearing of final. | the contrary—(1) Articles for marriage settlements and marriage 


# from the King’s Bench Division, so as to restore as nearly as 
might be the balance between the two divisions, the King’s Bench pore Mi 
being at present considerably in arrear. 
ne the present sittings the Chancery appeals were not at all in 
arrear. wd Justice Vaughan Williams said he would be glad if Mr. 


Astbury would take an opportunity of consulting the other leaders of the 


Chancery bar as to the resumption of the hearing of Chancery appeals. 
Mr. A ry waid th t he would do so, and would communicate the result 
to the court. 


ments, whether of the husband’s or wife's property, including all convey: 
ances, transfers, and other assurances of the settled property to 


Mr. Astbury said that at the | trustees of the settlement executed at the time of the marriage, should b 
| paid for by the husband, who should also pay for a)) abstracts and 
| of documents required for the preparation of the settlement and othe 


incidental expenses. (2) That appointments and other assurances 

vesting property in a settlor previously to its being brought into 
settlement are to be prepared and paid for in the same way as if™ 
settlement were intended, such costs not being deemed incidental to 
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sttlement. (3) That, as an exception to rule 1, a settlement containing a 
jimitation in strict settlement of landed estates on the occasion of a 
marriage, although it may create pecuniary charges by way of rent-charge 
or otherwise in favour of the husband or wife not otherwise interested in 
the land, should be prepared by the solicitor of and at the expense of the 


Jnvestment of Funds in Court.—The Council have reported in favour of 
(ylonial Stocks authorized as trustee investments under the Colonial Stock 
Act, 1900, being included in the list of stocks authorized as investments 
of funds under the control of the court, and on the motion of the presi- 
dent as a member of the Rule Committee of the Supreme Court, the 
necessary amendment of the rules has been made. 

Practice Notes on Taxation of Costs Settled by the Masters in 1902.—A book 
having the above title was issued by the taxing-masters towards the end 
of the year 1902. It was published by the Stationery Office with the 
imprint of the Royal Arms, and had the appearance of being issued with 
the authority of Rules of Court, and was not confined to a scale of charges 
to be allowed in ordinary cases, but rather indicated the mode in which 
the masters proposed to exercise the discretion vested in them by the rules. 
To this, it appeared to the Council, there was a very strong objection, for 
todo justice between solicitors and their clients or between parties to a 
litigation in the matter of taxation of costs it is necessary for the taxing- 
master to consider the circumstances of the case before him and to 
exercise the discretion which the rules allow him. If the practice notes 
had remained unchallenged the effect of them would have been to sub- 
stitute the application of fixed rules for the exercise of discretion. The 
Council therefore took an early opportunity of testing their authority on 
appeal from the Manchester District Registry. In the case appealed pro- 
ceedings had been commenced by originating summons in the Manchester 
District Registry. The solicitors for the applicants charged the sum of 
£5 5s. for ‘‘ Instructions for Originating Summons,”’ and of this the 
registrar disallowed £4 4s. In his answers to objections the registrar said 
that if he had any discretion to increase the item beyond £1 1s. he thought 
that the fee of £5 5s. was quite reasonable, biit in his opinion he had no 
such discretion. He arrived at this conclusion after consultation with the 
London taxing-masters, and consideration of the terms of Item No. 65 in 
Appendix N of the Supreme Court Rules and the statement on page 19 
of the Practice Notes under the heading of instructions as follows: ‘‘ For 
originating summons: the maximum of £1 ls. under Appendix N, No. 
65, will not be exceeded.’’ It appeared to the registrar that the Practice 
Notes derived authority from ord. 65, r. 27 (37), which gives the taxing- 
masters power to regulate the practice in regard to taxation of costs so as 
to secure uniformity upon all taxations so far as may be practicable 
and expedient. On appeal, Farwell, J., allowed the objections, 
following, on general grounds, the case of Melver v. Tate Steamers 
(Limited) (1902, 2 K. B. 184). With special reference to the Practice 
Notes he held that the taxing-masters had no authority under 
ord, 65, r. 27 (37), to fix an absolute minimum or maximum so 
as to deprive themselves of the discretion which they had under ord. 65, 
tr. 27 (29). In his lordship’s opinion the intention of ord. 65, r. 27 (37) 
was to enable the taxing-masters, for the sake of uniformity, as a general 
tule to follow the same lines; to enable them to settle rules which would 
be the ordinary rules by which they would be guided, but leaving them in 
special cases the unfettered discretion given by rule 27 (29). The case is 
reported under the title Re Ermen (88 L. T. R. 352). 

Stamps on Substituted Securities.—Communications have passed between 
the Council and the Commissioners of Inland Revenue with reference to 
the charge of stamp duty on substituted securities, the onerous nature of 
which was exemplified in the case of Gartsides Brewery Co. v. The Com- 
missioners (82 L. T. R. 686), and they have reason to believe that the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer will introduce a clause dealing with the 
matter in one of the Revenue Bills of the present session. 

Long Vacatton.—A communication was received in July last from the 
General Council of the Bar inviting the society’s concurrence in their pro- 
posal to alter the date of commencement and termination of the Long 
Vacation. Inasmuch, however, as the proposal did not involve the 
shortening of the vacation, the Council do not see their way to join.in 
submitting it to the authorities. The Council are of opinion that the Long 
Vacation should be reduced to eight weeks and should commence on the 
irst Monday in August and terminate on the last Saturday in September. 

Solicitors’ Cases.—Since the date of the last annual report the Council 


' have supported the following cases affecting members of the society : 


Solicitor’s Lien.—In a partnership action a receiver having been appointed 
atthe instance of the plaintiff and having got in certain assets, a creditor 
obtained judgment against the firm, and an order was made on his applica- 
tion charging the assets of the firm with the judgment debt. Held, by 
Joyce, J., that the plaintiff's solicitor had a lien for his costs of the action 
in priority to the judgment creditor.— Ridd v. Thorne (1902, 2 Ch. 344), 

Solicitors’ Disbursements.— Estate Duty.—Solicitors included a sum paid 
for estate duty in their bill of costs, following the authority of Re Lamd 
(23.Q. B. D. 5) which had reference to probate duty. Held, by the Court of 
Appeal (Collins, M.R., and Stirling and Cozens-Hardy, L.JJ.), overruling 
Re Lam}, that payments for estate duty ought not to be included ina 
‘olicitor’s bill of costs, but should be inserted in the cash account.— Ke 
Kingdom and Wilson (1902, 2 Ch. 242). 

Dedueing Title.—On a sale of leaseholds the abstract of title supplied to 
the urchaser consisted only of an abstract of the lease to the vendor ; the 

lor’s solicitors saauaiel vequldliiens, including a requisition requiring 
qanence to assign, and perused and completed the assignment. Held, by 
bile of Appeal (Vaughan Williams 
ae Wing PFelthy v. Still (1804, 3 Ch, 641), that there had been no deducing 
© wil the meaning of the Remuneration Order, and that the vendor's 


Romer, and Stirling, L.JJ.),” 





solicitors were not entitled to the scale fee.—Re Webster and Jones’ Contract 
(1902, 2 Ch. 551). : i 

Costs of Notice of Application for further Directions.—After the issue of the 
original summons for directions the plaintiff gave notices of applications 
for further directions, one of which was for leave to settle the action on 
certain terms. Eady, J., held that Item 51, Appendix N, covered these 
notices, and that 5s. was a reasonable allowance for the work done. In 
special cases where the notice necessarily exceeded three folios there were 
additional allowances under Items 52 and 53, and in special cases not 
exceeding three folios the taxing-masters had a wide discretion under ord. 
65, r. 27 (38).—MacGuare v. Milligan (1903, 1 Ch. 145). 

Instruetions for Originating Summons.—The case of Re Ermen (88 L. T. R. 
352) is referred to under the head of ‘‘ Practice Notes on Taxation of 
Costs.”’ 





The Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Incorporated 
Law Society. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held at Gloucester on the 
Tthinst. The members lunched at the Wellington Hotel, and then pro- 
ceeded to the Guildhall, where the business of the meeting was transacted. 
A special general meeting was held at the same time and place for the 
election ot a secretary and treasurer in the place of the late Mr, J. W. 
Coren. Mr. Charles Scott, president, took the chair. 

The report of the committee for the past year was adopted on the pro- 
position of the president, seconded by Mr. R. Ellett. The committee's 
suggested resolutions as to the duties of secretary and treasurer were con- 
sidered and adopted, and Mr. J. P. Wilton Haines and Mr. Herbert Harger 
Scott, both of Gloucester, were elected treasurer and secretary respectively. 
The articles of association were amended, making the society's trustees ex 
oficio members of the committee. 

Mr. C. Tudway (Cirencester) and Mr. 8. B. Dixon (Pewsey, Wilts) were 
elected president and vice-president respectively for the year ensuing. 

The following were elected on the committee: Messrs. A. J. Moreton 
Ball, H. Bevir, W. H. Kinneir, E C. Sewell, D. J. Wintle, H. J. 
Francillon, W. G. Gurney, and R. McLaren. These, with the president, 
vice-president, trustees (Messrs. R. Ellett, J. Bryan, W. Warman, and C. 
Scott), treasurer and secretary, will be the committee of management for 
the ensuing year. : 

Gratuities to the amount of £46 10s. were voted to necessitous persons, 
and a donation of ten guineas to the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 
A subscription of twenty guineas to the Gloucestershire Law Library Society 
was also voted. 

The committee’s recommendation to pay half fares of articled clerks 
attending the lectures of the proposed Board of Legal Studies at Bristol 
was approved. f 

It was resolved to continue in association with the Associated Provincial 
Law Societies for the ensuing year. : 

It was decided to hold the next annual general meeting at Cirencester, 
and also to have a dinner at Gloucester during the forthcoming winter. 

Votes of thanks to the Mayor of Gloucester for the use of the Guildhall, 
to the Dean of Gloucester for his kindness in consenting to shew the 
members over the cathedral, and to the retiring president, concluded the 
business of the meeting. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The number of membets is now 117, of whom eighty-one 
are also members of the Incorporated Law Society of the United 
Kingdom. , 

Conditions of Sale-—The resolution at the annual general meeting 
in 1902 authorizing the supply of the society's conditions of sale to 
solicitors non-members of the society at the same price as to members 
has resulted in an increased sale of the conditions, and, so far as can be 
ascertained, the use of the society’s conditions may now be regarded as 
almost universal in the areas of Gloucestershire and Wiltshire covered by 
the society, not only amongst solicitors carrying on practice in those areas, 
but also on the part of solicitors practising elsewhere but having the 
occasional conduct of sales of property within those areas. 

Prevention of Corruption Bill—This important Bill has passed the 
House of Lords and its second reading in the House of Commons. Whilst 
approving the general principle upon which the Bill is based, your com- 
mittee, in conjunction with the Council of the Law Society, and the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies, have taken steps with a view to 
securing certain amendments which will tend to remove, or at all events 
to mitigate, the objectionable features of the Bill as sent down from the 
House of Lords. The Bill, if passed in its present form, would interfere 
with the existing system of commissions to solicitors and others acting as 
insurance agents, and with the practice of sharing commission with 
brokers. The practice as to these commissions is so well known that it 
cannot be considered to be within the mischief sought to be met by a 
Bill for preventing secret commissions. It is hoped that at all events 
insurance commissions may be expressly excepted from this Bill, and that 
in other respects its objectionable features may be moditied, particularly 
by the omission of section 1, sub-sections (4) and (5). It has been 
suggested that the Bill might interfere with the system of agency between 
country solicitors and their London agents, but the decision of Mr, Justice 
Stirling in the case Re Pomeroy end Tanner (1897, 1 Ch, 284) seems to 
shew that, provided country solicitors make out their bills in the usual 
and proper manner—that is to say, incorporate the items of work done by 
their agents in their own bills, the Bill would not interfere with the 
practice of sharing profit costs. 

Restrictions relating to Sales and Leases of Land. — Mention may be made here 
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of a Bill suggested to the Law Society designed to put a stop to the prac- 
tice which, it appears, is prevalent in Cornwall and other parts of the 
West of England of inserting in conditions of sale a stipulation that the 
conveyance to the purchaser shall be prepared by the vendor’s solicitor ; 
and of inserting in leases a clause providing that assignments and under- 
leases shall be prepared by the lessor’s solicitor. It is believed that such 
obnoxious practices are not adopted within the area covered by this society 
or generally in England; and it is hoped that the knowledge that the 
practice is generally condemned may have the effect of checking, if not of 
actually abolishing it. 


The New York Bar and Lord 
Russell of Kaillowen. 


We have received the following extract from the minutes of the Executive 
Committee of the Association of the Bar of the City of New York : 

Ata stated meeting of the Executive Committee of the Association of 
the Bar of the City of New York, held at the house of the association, No. 
42, West 44th-street, on the 5th of June, 1903, at half-past eight o’clock 
in the evening, pursuant to notice. 

At the request of the president the secretary presented a letter from the 
Honourable Joseph H. Choate, American Ambassador to Great Britain, 
addressed to the president, and announcing that the committee of the 
English bar having in charge the Memorial Fund of the late Lord Russell 
of Killowen, proposes to present to this association a marble bust of Lord 
Russell. The offer is contained in a letter sent by Charles W. Mathews, 
Esq., honorary secretary to the memorial committee, to the American 
Ambassador ; and this letter, together with a copy of his reply thereto, is 
enclosed by the Ambassador in his owncommunication. These three letters 
are here set forth at large, as follows : 


1, Essex Court, Temple, E.C., May 7th, 1903. 
Tue Lorp Russet or Kirtowen Memworrat Funp. 


Your Excellency,—I am directed by the committee of this Fund to 
offer for the acceptance of the Bar Association of New York a life-size 
bust in marble of the late Lord Russell of Killowen, to be executed by 
Mr. Thomas,Brock, R.A. The committee trusts that your Excellency may 
think that such a gift will be acceptable to the members of the bar of New 
York not only as a memorial of the illustrious and lamented Lord Chief 
Justice, but also as an expression of the gratitude of the committee for the 
generous contribution sent by the legal profession of the United States of 
America to the Memorial Fund.—I have the honour to be, your Excellency’s 
most obedient servant, Cuartes W. Martuews, Hon. Sec. 

To His Excellency the Hon. J. H. Choate, the American Ambassador. 


American Embassy, London, May 13th, 1903. 

Dear Mr. Mathews,—I have your kind letter of May 7th, advising 
me that the committee having in charge “‘ The Lord Russell of Killowen 
Memorial Fund”’ offer for the acceptance of the Bar Association of the 
City of New York a life-size bust in marble of the late Lord Russell of 
Killowen, Lord Chief Justice of England, to be executed by Mr. Thomas 
Brock, R.A., not only as a memorial of that illustrious and lamented 
jurist, but also as an expression of the gratitude of the committee for the 
contribution sent by the legal profession of the United States of America 
to the Memorial Fund. As I said to the committee at the meeting when 
this offer was informally made and accepted by me on behalf of the Bar 
Association of the City of New York, the Bar Association will be proud to 
receive and cherish this generous gift from the legal profession of Great 
Britain. The American bar most highly esteemed and honoured the late 
Lord Chief Justice, not only for his great professional attainments and 
commanding personality, but also for his constant efforts by word and 
deed to promote peace and friendship between the two countries. I shall 
take pleasure in transmitting your note with a copy of this to the 
association, from whom you will doubtless receive a formal acceptance.— 
Yours most truly, Josern H. Cnoare. 

Chas. W. Mathews, Esq., Honorary Secretary. 


American Embassy, London, 13th May, 1903. 
John E. Parsons, Esq., President Bar Association of the City of New York. 
Dear Sir,—At a recent meeting of the committee having in charge the 
Lord Russell of Killowen Memorial Fund it was proposed by Lord 
Alverstone, the present Lord Chief Justice, that out of the funds remaining 
in the hands of the committee after completing the statue for the Royal 
Courts of Justice and Sargent’s portrait for the National Portrait Gallery, 
a marble bust, life-size, should be ordered from Mr. Brock, the eminent 
sculptor who has made the statue, for presentation to the bar of the 
United States, in recognition of their generous contribution and of their 
high appreciation of the great character and public service of the late 
Lord Russell of Killowen. The committee desired to know where it could be 
placed so as to be most accessible to the legal profession of the United States, 
and especially to the Aruerican contributors tothe fund. I told them that if 
it were given to the Bar Association of the City of New York, to be placed 
in their splendid library or some other conspicuous part of their building, ' 
it would best fulfil the desire of the committee. Whereupon it was formally 
voted that such a presentation should be made, and I undertook that the 
association would age it. I now enclose a copy of notes that have 
between the hon. secretary of the committee and myself on the 
subject ; and shall be glad to receive and transmit to him your formal 

acceptance.— Yours very truly, Josernu H. Cnoare. 
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of the a | of New York accepts with pleasure the bust of Lai 
Russell of Killowen offered to it by the committee of the 

bar having in charge the Memorial Fund. The association is 
to be made the recipient and guardian of this memorial of the Aistip. 
guished Lord Chiet Justice, whose name is honoured and eg 
as well in America as in his native country; and to hold it as a g 
and expression of the cordial and fraternal relations existing between 
bar of England and the bar of the United States. It is ordered that th 
letters in which this offer is made and transmitted be spread at large » 
the minutés of the meeting; and the president is requested to send, by 
and through the kind offices of the American Ambassador, to Charly 
Mathews, Esquire, honorary secretary of the Memorial Committee, a dy 
advice of this resolution of acceptance.”’ 


Association of the Bar, 42, West 44th-street, New York, 

June 25th, 1903. 
Dear Mr. Mathews,—I take great pleasure in transmitting to yu 
through the American Ambassador in London, the resolutions of th 
Executive Committee of the Association of the Bar of the City of Ney 
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Upon motion, duly seconded, the following resolution was adopted 
by @ unanimous vote: * Resolved, that the Association of the Bar 





York, accepting the very generous offer of the committee having in ¢ ighty -Se" 
the Lord Russell of Killowen Fund, to present to the association a life-sz jm M598 ® 
bust in marble of the late Lord Russell, to be executed by Mr. Thoma gy #2; the 
Brock, R.A. The late Lord Chief Justice, when in America, visited th. gy Y#t 2 i 
house of the association. He also made many personal friends among jg valued se 
members, who universally cherish his memory and appreciate the di. In the 
tinction which his great career at the bar and on the bench conferred m & whether, 
the legal profession ; and remember with pleasure the great interest he e 
manifested in American lawyers and judges. This noble memorial of th & for incre: 
eminent Lord Chief Justice will, I assure you, always remain one of the # Governm 
most cherished treasures and ornaments of the house of the association—| 9% made, M 
am, very sincerely yours, member i 
(Signed) Wa. G. Cxoare, the atten 

President of the Association of the Bar of the City of New York. occasioné 

To Charles W. Mathews, Esq., one of th 
Hon. Secretary of the Committee of the Lord Russell of Killowen @ other is % 
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Legal News. The I 

- Committ 

Appointment. presente 

Mr. W. S. Houpswourn, M.A., B.C.L., Fellow of St. John’s Colleg, fim 08° 
Oxford, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Professor of Constitutional desirabl 
Law at University College, London. committ 
aid for 1 

Information Required. — 

Re Lypra Ann Horxkrns, widow, late of 7, Dames-road, Forest Gate, would r 
Essex, who died on the 24th of June, 1903, at 18, Jamaica-road, Com- been pi 
mercial-road, E.— Any person having a Will of the above deceased in his counsel 
possession, or able to give any information as to the execution thereof, is cation 1 
requested to communicate with the undersigned, Joseph Barrett, defence 
solicitor, 7, Leadenhall-street, London, E.C. perforn 
or loca 

: : and co 

Changes in Partnerships. a ¢ 

Dissolutions, oo 

Frepenick JAMEs Mann and Hernerr Youns, solicitors (Mann & Young), called. 

1, Claremont, Hastings. July 4. Herbert Young will continue the said and th 
business under the present style of Mann & Young. both s 
WiiuiaMm Srarks and Atrrep Mippietron Rick anps, solicitors (Sparks & cases, | 
Rickards), 32, Walbrook, London. May 23. [ Gazette, July 10. the pre 
Joun Wiiw1am Nortu, Winwiam Kim, and Jonn Woit1am Away The 
Noxrn, solicitors (North, Kirk, & Cornett), 15, Lord-street, Liverpool, progre 
June 30. The said John William North retires therefrom. The busines 2, deal 
will be continued by William Kirk and John Willlam Allen North unde Mr. H 
the style of ‘‘ North, Kirk, & Co.” [ Gozette, July 14. the co! 
rt The c: 

Green 

General. po 

It is announced that appeals from the Railway and Canal Commission for off 
Court will be taken in Appeal Court I. on Friday, the 31st inst. Sessiol 
The death is announzed of Mr. Justice Armour, of the Canadian Supreme — 
Court, and one of the three British members of the Alaskan Boundary The A 
Commission. wha 
The Batonnier of the Order of Advocates of Paris is coming to Londoa, aggri 
in his official capacity as head of the French bar, to be the guest of the oa di 
Hardwicke Society at the annual dinner on the 22nd iust. Maitre Labor ry 
will attend with several other French advocates. the J 
At the Bow-street police-court on Monday William Henry Miles Booty, Attor 
solicitor, was charged on remand with fraudulently converting to his owt HI 
use a sum of £12,000 entrusted to him for investment by the trustee unde 
under the marriage settlement of Lady Cumming; also, as a trustee, wi Gene 
misappropriating £5,000 belonging to the marriage settlement fund tectic 
Sir Charlesand Lady Brooke. After completing the evidence with referent’ claus 
to the two charges mentioned, counsel for the prosecution dealt with # claw 
further charge against the accused for the misappropriation of £8,500 Act 
belonging to the trustees under the will of a Mr. Shepherd. ‘The prisonet judg 
was again remanded, we t 
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The incident in the High Court, says a writer in an evening paper, when 
ir, Justice Kekewich refused to listen to a barrister who appeared in a 
grey suit, reminds me of a story of Vice-Chancellor Bacon. A 
jarrister rose to address the court, but after the first few words, 
gothear you, Mr. Blank,”’ said the judge. The counsel raised his voice. 
«J cannot hear you,”’ saidthe judge. The counsel fairly shouted. “I 
capnot hear you,’’ said his lordship, ‘‘ your waistcoat is to? loud !”’ 


At the Clerkenwell County Court, on Wednesday, says the Daily Mail, 
the new tule strictly adhered to by Judge Edge that all solicitors must be 
sbed to address the court caused considerable amusement. At least a 
dozen solicitors came to the court without robes, but were told that there 
yas a spare gown in the counsel’s room. ‘This was appropriated in 
suecession by the solicitors, who, on finishing their cases, hurriedly threw 
itoff for the next solicitor while his honour was entering the judgment. 


Judge Baylis, K.C., the venerable judge of the Liverpool Court of 
Passage, and the oldest judge in Great Britain, says the Daily Mail, took 
his official farewell of the court on Wednesday. Judge Baylis is in his 
dighty-seventh year, and for twenty-seven years has presided without 
nissing a single sitting in the Court of Passage. On behalf of the corpor- 
ation, the Lord Mayor (Mr. W. W. Rutherford, M.P.), presented the judge 
with an illuminated vellum copy of a resolution recording his long and 
valued services. 

In the House of Commons, in reply to Mr. H. D. Greene, who asked 
whether, in view of the representations of magistrates and the reports of 
departmental committees extending back for many years as to the necessity 
for increasing the number of metropolitan magistrates, his Majesty’s 
Government intend to take steps to enable additional appointments to be 
made, Mr. Akers-Douglas said: ‘‘This question has been, as the hon. 
member indicates, the subject of several representations, and has engaged 
the attention of successive Secretaries of State. Itis true that difficulties 
ocasionally arise with the present number of magistrates, especially when 
one of the magistrates attached to a police-court is absent on leave and the 
other is unable—e.y., by reason of sudden illness, to attend ; but, in view 
of the normal amount of work in the courts, my predecessors have felt 
great difficulty in pressing on the Treasury the appointment of additional 
magistrates. I do not, however, think that the matter has been considered 
as finally settled, and it shall have my consideration.” 





The Parliamentary correspondent of the Times says that the Select 
Committee appointed to consider the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Bill have 
presented a special report to the House of Commons recommending that 
the operation of the measure should be limited to cases in which, having 
regard to the nature of the defence raised by a prisoner, it appears to be 
desirable in the interests of justice that he should have legal aid; that the 
committing justices should be empowered to give a certificate for legal 
aid for the defence as they now do in certain cases where they consider the 
prosecution ought to have legal aid; that the Judge or chairman at the 
trial should have the same power (but they contemplate that this power 
would rarely require to be exercised at the trial, as the matter would have 
been previously considered by the justices); that both solicitors and 
counsel should be instructed in cases involving preliminary communi- 
cation with the accused with the object of obtaining evidence for the 
defence and inquiry into the case for the prosecution—a duty which is now 
performed in Scotland by Writers to the Signet and societies of solicitors 
or local societies acting as ‘‘ agents for the poor’’; that both solicitors 
aud counsel should be instructed in these cases and should be paid for 
their services; that the expenses of the defence, including the cost of 
solicitor and counsel, the cost of a copy of the depositions, and expenses 
of any further witnesses required for the defence, in addition to those 
called before the justices, should be allowed and paid in the same way ; 
and that, having regard to the practice existing in Ireland of assigning 
both solicitor and counsel for the defence of a poor prisoner in certain 
cases, and of paying the expenses of the defence out of the public funds, 
the provisions of the measure should not be extended to the sister isle. 


The Standing Committee of the House of Commons made further 
progress on Monday with the Prevention of Corruption Bill. On Clause 
2, dealing with the prosecution of offences under the Act, says the Zimes, 
Mr, H. D. Greene moved the omission of sub-section 1, which requires 
the consent of the Attorney-Ceneral before proceedings can be instituted. 
The committee rejected the sub-section by thirteen to twelve. Mr. H. D. 
Greene moved to alter sub-section 3, so that a court of quarter sessions 
jurisdiction to hear prosecutions on indictments 
for offences under the Act. He pointed out that the chairmen of quarter 
sessions were sometimes clergymen or colonels, and as there would be many 

erences of opinion as to the meaning of ‘‘corruption’’ the question 
should be left to be determined by the judge of assize on indictment. 
The Attorney-General accepted the amendment, which was agreed to; as 
Was also another amendment by Mr. Greene giving to any person 
aggrieved by a conviction made by a court of summary jurisdiction 
0a determining un information under this Act an appeal to quarter 


sessions, Mr, H. D. Greene moved that — prosecution under 
the Act should be subject to the Vexatious Indictment Act. The 
Attorney-(ieneral accepted the amendment, which was agreed to. Mr. 


H. D. Greene further proposed that every information for an offence 
under the Act should be made or laid on oath, The Attorney- 
General thought the amendment all the more desirable now that the pro- 
tection of the jiué had gone. ‘The amendment was to, and the 
chiuse, as amended, was added to the Bill, Sir R. Reid then moved a new 
clause as follows: *¢ In England no proceeding shall be allowed under this 
Act except by permission of « judge of the High Courtor a county court 
Hidge on a summons after giving the person against whom the proceedings 
The Attorney-General 


strongly opposed the clause, which was defeated by eighteen to four. 
J 


The as amended, was then ordered to be reported to the House 


The report of the departmental committee appointed on May 31st, 1902, 
by the Home Secretary to inquire what changes are desirable in the 
existing regulations respecting allowances to tors and witnesses in 
criminal cases, and what amendments are desirable in the law as to the 
circumstances in which such allowances can be made, has just been issued. 
The report of the majority states that the allowances which they recom- 
mend should be paid to prosecutors and witnesses. To members of the 
legal and medical professions and of such other professions as the Secretary 
of State may decide hereafter to include by order in this scale, when 
giving professional evidence, there may be dhewel: For giving evidence 
in the town or place of residence, one guinea per case, but not more than 
two guineas for one day ; for giving evidence away from the town or place 
of residence, one guinea per day in addition to the above. For a medical 
examination in cases of sexual and kindred offences there may be allowed 
a special fee of one guinea for each persén examined, in addition to any 
allowances for giving evidence. On the point of travelling expenses the 
majority recommend—for expert witnesses such allowance as the court 
may think reasonable ; for interpreters a reasonable sum at the discretion 
of the court. Recommendations follow as to allowances to police 
officers and prison warders, and to all other witnesses not above- 
mentioned it is recommended that a sum should be paid at 
the discretion of the court not to exceed, per day, 7s.; per night, 
5s. It is added that the following instructions should be care- 
fully observed in making these allowances: That the minimum 
allowance should be I1s., and that this should be the general 
allowance for adults of the unemployed or partially unemployed 
classes, and for young children; that, in awarding allowances 
above the minimum, regard should always be had to the age, 
sex, and circumstances of the witness; that a witness should as 
a general rule not be paid a day allowance larger than the amount of any 
wages he may lose by attendance; that the night allowance should not 
exceed the expense actually and reasonably incurred by the witness. That 
any witness, if detained less than four hours from his home or place of 
business, shall receive one-half the allowance he would have received had 
he been detained for the full day. For travelling expenses the majority 
recommend that the railway fare actually and reasonably paid should be 
allowed. In almost all cases, they add, this will be thirl class. Mr. 
Humphreys Owen, M.P., and Mr. J. R. Roberts consider that a graduated 
scale, such as is in force in, Scotland and Ireland and in the English 
county courts, and which was in use on the old Northern Circuit, would 
be the fairest. They are of opinion that the county court scale would 
form a reasonable and equitable basis for the formation of such a scale. 
They accordingly suggest the following allowances for ordinary witnesses 
as to fact: Gentlemen, merchants, bankers, and professio men, per 
diem, 10s. 6d. to £1 1s.; tradesmen, clerks, and the like, per diem, 7s. 6d. 
to 15s. ; artizans, mechanics, journeymen, and the like, per diem, 2s. 6d. to 
7s. 6d. ; labourers and the like, per diem, 1s. to 4s. ; children and females, 
per diem, Is. to 10s. 6d. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Reoisrrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 






Date. Emergency Aprrgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
F TA. No. 2. KEKEWICH. Braye. 
Monday, July .. 20 Mr. Farmer Mr. Church Mr. King Mr. Beal 
Tuesday ....... 21 King Greswell Farmer 
Wednesday = | Theed Church ing Beal 
Thursday | W. Leach Greswell Farmer Carrington 
SEE: ccondaboensekabeunt 24 Greswell Church King Beal 
Saturday ...... od Chu Greswell Farmer Carrington 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
- FARWELL. Buck.ey. Jovee. Swixren Eapy. 
Monday, July ........... 20 Mr. W. Leach Mr. Pemberton Mr. R. Leach Mr. Godfrey 
lee. | Theed Jackson Godfrey R. Leach 
3 W. Leach Pem R. Leach Jackson 
Theed Jackson Godfrey Pemberton 
W. Leach Pemberton R. Leach Carrington 
Theed Jackson Godfrey Beal 











The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 
July 21.—Messrs, Desexuam, Tewsox, Fanuen, & Baroerwaren, at the Mart, at 2:—The 
im it long Leasehold joining Mari Bf 


r Property, No. 68, Pall-mall, borough House. 
Valuable Crown Lease of important Club Premises, a grand position in the 
heart of Clubland, lei at underlease at £2,000 Ry annum, having a frontage to Pall- 
mall of about 41ft. 9in., covering an area about 3,600 square feet. 

Messrs. Ashurst, Monis, Crisp, & Co., and Messrs. u . Ponsonby, & Ryde, 

London.— Hoxton House Asylum, Hoxton ; Extensive 3 Free 

and part long Leasehold, eccupyinga total area of about 95,235 square feet (2a. Or. S0p.), 

with frontages of about 279ft. Ht ina capital position, about 250 

a. from Old-street and the Shoreditch Town . Solicitors, J Robinson, 
shoud. Ground-rent of £200 % yg the Pully-licensed Public- 

round-rent of £200 annum, upon 
house, known as The George, inet ithin a few yards of Aldgate. 


corner wi 
Solicitors, Messrs. Baddeleys & Co., London, (See adverti ¥ July 4, p. 3 
at 2:- 


July 21.—Messrs. Eitoanr, at their Offices, 40, — Insurance 
Law Fire Insurance Societ Shares, Legal General Assurance 


200 Society 150 
Shares, in Lots of 5 and 10 Ghezes cash. (See advertisement, this week, p. 4) 
July 22.—-Mr, Winuiam Hurst Furr, of the firm of Messrs. 


umerert & Frist, at the 
Mart, at 2:—Clement's-inn, Strand, W.C. ; An exceptionally high-class Investment, 





comprising six noble blocks of modern buildings, embracing over an acre of land, 
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situate onto to the Royal Courts of Justice, and cocupying _one of the finest 

positions in the West Central District ; producing an actual _ estimated income of 

£17,300 per annum. The blocks of buildings are, with one exception, of recent erection. 

Held on a long lease, of which 96 years are unexpired. Solicitors, Messrs. Janson, 

Cobb, Pearson, & Co., Messrs. Witham, Roskell, Munster, & Weld, and Messrs. W. J. 
ings Bull & Co., London. (See advertisements, July 11, p. 3.) ; 

esers. DesexHAm, Tewsoy. Farmer, & Brincewarer, at the Mart, at 2. in 

—Freehold and Leasehold Ground-rents and Properties, producing nearly £800 

per annum, and Freehold Building Land. Solicitors, Messrs , Armstrong, 
Jackson, & Savill, London. (See advertisements, J uly 4, p. 3.) ‘ 

July 23.—Messrs. Faresroruer, Eviis, Ecrrton, Breacu, Gatswortny, & Co, in the 
Hall of Clifford’s-inn, Fleet-street, E.C., at 12 o’clock precisely, in One Lot: -The 
justly-renowped Medieval Seventeenth Century Wocdwork and Carving, ascribed to 

inling Giobons, at Clifford’s-inn, Fleet street, London, E C., suitable for removal 
and refitting. Solicitor, George Booth, Esq., London. (See advertisement, July 4, p. 3.) 

July 24.— Messrs. Herninc, Sox, & Daw, at the Mart, at 2:—Streatham: Detached Family 
Residence close to Streatham Common, and near three railway stations (L.B. and 
§.C.R.), let upon lease at £160 per annum. Solicitor, H. J. Adkin, Esq., London.— 

Freehold Ground-rent of £150 per annum, secured upon the recently-erected fully- 

licensed premises known as “ The Red Lion and Ball,” No. 62 and 63, Red Lion-street, 

Holborn, let to a well-known Brewery Company for 199 years from Lady Day, 1898. 

Solicitors, Messrs. Cameron, Kemm, & Co., London. (See advertisements, July 11, 


. 3.) 
=r Results of Sales. 


Mesers. H. E. Fosver & Cranriexp sold at the Mart, on Wednesday last, the Freehold 
Ground-rents of £20 per annum, secured upon Nos. 12 and 14, St. Mary’s-road, Peckham, 
rack-rentals £110 per annum, reversion in 1931, for £705. The Leasehold Shop and Busi- 
ness Premises. No. 171, South Lambeth-road, South Lambeth, let at £65 per annum, 
ground-rent, £6 per rnnum, lease 43 years unexpired, for £810, The Leasehold Private 
Residences, No. 71, Edith-grove, Chelsea, lease 74 years unexpired, let at £50 perannum, 
ground-rent £7 10s. per annum, for £470; and No. 75, Edith-grove aforesaid, producing 
£85 16s. per annum, ground-rent £7 10s. per annum, for £450. The semi-detached Private 
Residence, No. 11, Rylett-crescent, Shepherd’s Bush, lease 76 years unexpired, let at 
£36 per annum, ground-rent £10 per annum, for £400. The Leasehold Dwelling-house, 
No. 9, St. Clement's-street, Barnsbury, and the Stabling Premises in the rear, fronting 
Barnsbury-grove, together producing £147 12s. per annum, ground-rents £43 per annum, 
for £850. 


Reverstions, Lire Po.icies, AnD SHARES. 


The same firm held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 743) of the above Interests at the 
Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when the following were sold :— 
REVERSIONS : 
To a moiety of £11,291; life5O ... eos eee Sold £2,110 
To a sum of £500; life79 .. ‘ie ” ae n ‘a ose 370 
LIFE POLICIES: , 
Fully paid for £500 ; life 67 
For £1,000; life 52 
For £500; life 64 
For £1,000; life72 .. 
For £2,942 11s. ; life 37 
For £1,000; same life ‘ “ pat é 
SHARES: 30 £10 Shares (£7 paid) in H.R Baines & Co., Ltd., Pro- 
prietors of the Graphic and Daily Graphic Newspapers e oe 1,082 
Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore sold, at the Mart,on Thursday, Freehold Shops, Nos. 193, 
195, 197, and 199, Mile End-road, E., a Freehold Ground-rent of £35, two Leasehold 
Residences in the Holloway-road, N., and Freeholds in Spitalfields, for £9,300. 








Winding-up Notices. 


London Gasette.—Frivay, July 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1x CHANCERY. 


AsgaTuaw Brive Liss Live Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 22, to 
send their names and ad , and the particnlars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
Augustus Jenkins, Exchange bldg«, Brist.l. Morgan & Co, Cardiff, solors for liquidator 

Crows Coiuiznies, Liutep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 21, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to B. J. White, 81, 
Cannon st 

D. Daaxe, Limite» —Creditors are required, on or before July 31, to send their names and 

" the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edwara Bicker, Wilts and 
Dorset Bank chmbrs, Bournemouth 

Fivra Covereo Pritey Co, Lintrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 7, directed to 
be heard July 21. Booth & Smee, Norfolk House, Victoria Embankment, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of July 20 

Geeexavy’s Positive Merer Syypicarz, Lixitep —Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 3, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, 
to James William Close, 7, Greek st, Leeds 

Lawnesce & Brock, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 18, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Sidney Hawgood 
Lee, 85, Gracechurch st. Yates, Chancery In, solor for liquidators 

Napier & Wein, Lintrev—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 1, to send particulars 
ot their debts or claims, to William Lawrence Wildy, 406, Salisbury House 

New Guavaccoszse Quicksitvee Mixes, Linttep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 21, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to William Henry Salmon, 6, Great Winchester «t. Francis & Johnson, Great Winchester 
st, solors for liquidator 

Scanporovucn Suack Owners’ Ice Co, Linirev—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 8, to their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to ¥. G. Stephenson, 58 and 59, Newborough st, Scarborough 


London Gazette,—Tursvay, July 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuitep 1x Cuayxcery. 


Cony-Mitten Parest Fuew Syxvicare, Linvrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 
9, directed to be heard July 28. Lewis, Chancery In, for James & Thomas, Swansea, 
solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of July 27 

Forp Six Seixsixe Co, Lintrev—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. H. 
Lawrence, Horbury, nr Wakefield. Boote & Co, Manchester, solors for liquidator . 

4eeronee Seirers & Sows, Liniren —Vetn for winding up, presented July 8, directed to be 

heard at the Town Hall, Ashton under Lyne, July 23, at 11 o'clock. Briggs & Crosse, 
, whore for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 

later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon cf July 22 

Jous Besxetr & Cu, Linrrev—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulurs of their debts or claims, to William Legge, 

, Gloucester. Vizard & Co, Dursley, solors for liquidators : 

Troursox Baos & Co, Lintren —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 2S, to send their 
names an addresses, and ee eg of their debts or claims, to William Robert- 
shaw, Burlington chmbrs, North st, Keighley. Butterfield, Keighley, solor for 


liquidator 


’ 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, July 3. 


Hitt, Apranam, Rockview, Shawforth, Rochdale, Lancs, Colliery Proprietor Aug 
Thackeray v Hill, Swinfen Eady, J Hartley, Rochdale 


London Gazette.—Tvursoay, July 7. 


Jones, WALTER, Coronation Stores, Tregaron, Cardigan, Corn Merchant Aug8 Hugi 
Jones v Jones, Joyce, J Smith & Co, ar gy te 
Martin, Tuomas, Forest Row, Sussex, Blacksmith Augi Martin v Martin, Kekewias 
Pearless, East Grin 
London Gazette —Frivay, July 10. 


Aanon, Mary Maria, Broadlake, Weston, nr Chester Aug ¢ Peate v Aaroa, Kekewieh J 
Minshalls & Co, Oswestry 

Caiincuam, Ropert, Sussex pl, Regent’s Park, Licensed Victualler Aug 20 Calli 
v Callingham, Joyce, J Cartwright, Coleman st 

Tempte-West, Joun Tremeue, Nice, France, Lieutenant Colonel Oct 27 Temple-Wegy 
Temple-West, Kekewich, J Gamlen, Gray’s inn sq 


London Gazette.—Tugspay, July 14. 


Hamittoy, Georcz, Hexham, Northumberland, Stockbroker Aug 31 Fisher y Gp 
Farwell and Swinfen Eady, JJ Lockhart, Hexham ’ 

Locker, Francis Epwarp Jonny, Southend House, The Park, Southampton Locke y Ig 
Swinfen Eady, J Henderson, Bedford row 

Wake. Harry, Wareleigh, nr Gwelo, Rhodesia, 8 Africa Ware v Chantrey, Swinfen} 
J SBeyfus, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cua. 
Lonion Gazette.—Fripay, June 19. 


AwyveErTON, JopN, Meriden, Warwick, Coachman Augil Smythe & Co, Birmingham 

AsbBuRY, Susannan, Walsall Augi1 Slater & Co, Darlaston 

BreAkBANE, EpwarD Frank ianD, Liverpool July 20 Hagger, Liverpool 

Be.t, Horace, Kensington July 16 Morgan & Co, Old Broad st 

Biack, Marruzw A.tExanpver, Lyndhurst, Southampton, Hotel Proprietor July g 
Green & Co, Sovthemptcn 

Bowpen, Harriet Ritta, West Plymouth July 16 Graves, Plymouth 

Bowman, Evizaseru Mary, Islington July 31 Hepworth & Co, Finsbury 

BowainG, Desoran, Exeter July 20 Ford & Co, Exeter 

Bropeiss, Exnest Georce, Holland Park July 16 Sutton & Co, Gt Winchester st 

Burns, Henry, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Plumber July 31 Whiteside, Whitchaven 

Burret, WIitiiam Evisox, Bungay, Farmer July 24 Bonner, Spalding 

Buerei., Tuomas Henry, Bungay, Farmer July 24 Bonner, Spalding 

Burrows, Everenven, Barking July 13 Gibbens, Barking, and Davies, Westcliff on & 

Burrerworts, Bexjamix, Rochdale, Wheelwright July 18 Brierley & Hudson, Rob 

e 


dal 
Catxe, Witi1Am Sproston, Grosvenor rd, Westminster July 31 Gill & Co, Liverpool 
Campin, Wittiam, Woodley, nr Reading, Agricultural Valuer July 20 Martin & Marty 
Reading 
Cuessuirae, Eowarp, Pinner Augi12 Wright & Hollins, Oldbury, nr Birmingham 
Coovgr, Joseru, Blackpool July 25 Lawson & Co, Manchester 
Cow ez, Pup, Liverpool, ineer July 31 Husband, Liverpool 
CUNNINGHAM, Hexex Rei, Kilburn July 16 Morgan & Co, Old Broad st 
Fietcuer, Campion, Kildwick, Yorks, Physician Augil Rawnsley & Peacock, Bradfai 
FLetTcHEr, WILLIAM, Halifax Augi1 Clarkson & Buckley, Halifax 
France, Evuen, Aspull, July 16 Ackerley & Son, Wigan 
GarpIvER, WILLIAM, Muswell hill, Master Mariner July 18 Hooper, Gray’s inn sq 
Hau, Ropert, Newton Abbot, Devon July 31 Baker & Co, Newton Abbot 
Hane, Frepeerick Hersert, Mirfield, Yorks, Surveyor July 27 Wilson, Mirfield 
pane, peewee, Hormonden, Kent, [icensed Victualler July 24 Buss, Tunbriig 
e! 
Heatucore, Witi1aM, Rusholme, Manchester Augi Heathcote, Manchester 
Jounson, Wricut, Prestwich, Lancs July 3f Boden, ae J 
Jones, Frevenick, Bassalleg, nr Newport, Mon July 20 Laybourne, Newport, Mon 
Kern, Crana Mary Macpaveye, Fulham <Augi1 Herbert, Burlington gdns 
Kemp, Jane Evizasetu, Leigh, Lancs July 16 Unsworth, Leigh, Lanes 
Lanerorp, WILLIAM, Stretham, Cambridge, Farm Steward July 17 Hall, Ely 
Lorp, Mary, Norden, nr Rochdale July 23 Brierley & Hudson, Rocudale 
Meyne.u, Jane, Hove, Brighton July 20 Witham & Co, Gray’s inn sq 
Nickxsoy, WiLt1AM, Preston, Machine Broker July 16 Clarke & Co, Preston 
Popevin, CrarissA Joseruine Any, Bayswater Sept 17 Taylor & Uo, Strand 
Paice, Hatt Roxesy, St Albans, Herts July 16 Morgan & Co, Old Broad st 
Rosexrrsox, ALEXANDER Crawrorp, Caledonian rd, Doctor Aug 18 Terrell & Varley 
Coptball av 
Rusuton, Dorornea, Cambridge July 15 Butler & Wilkinson, St Neots, Hunts 
Scort, Freperick Beavrort, Suffolk pl, Pall Mall Augi Baileys & Uo, Berners # 
Suerrarv, Emiry Brancuze July 18 Hodding & Jackson, talisbury 
Simvson, Frank Moncueivr, Mark In, Wine Agent July 20 Malkin & Co, Martin'sl 
Saitn, Joux, Northfield, Worcester, Florist July 30 Rabnett, Birmingham 
Swuirn, Mark. York July 20 Crombie & Sons, York 
Tayior, Raven Nevrvittz, Exmouth July 19 Hemsley & Co, Albaoy Court 
Piccadilly 
TEASDALE, Joszru, Ousby, Cumberland, Yeoman July Arnison & Co, Penrith 
Tov, Roserr Forrest, Rably Park, Ridge, nr Barnet Aug 10 Church & Co, Bedford 
Tyier, Evies, Ryde, lof W July 2 Thirke)l, Ryde, 1 of W 
Warp, Wituiam Humete Duprey, Cromwell rd, South Kensington Aug 1 Haddeat 
Co, New “4, Lincoln’s inn 
West and, Sir James, Ashley gdns, Westminster July 16 Morgan & Co, Old Broad# 
Wituiams, Asuitxy Grorce, Horndean, Southampton Sept 1 Richardson & Sella, 


en sq 
Wituiams, Jane, Criccieth, Carnarvon July 17 Jones, Bangor 
London Gazette.—Tursvay, June 23. 


Appisos, Fiorence, Blackheath Aug8 Clarke & Co, Old Broad st 

Asurorp, Mary Jase, Blossomfield, Warwick July 30 Saunders & Co, Birmingham 

Booru, Hager, Godley, Hyde,Chester Aug3l J & E Cooke, Hyde 

Brown, Faxpenic, Lichfield, Newspaper Proprietor July 14 Wright & Marshall, 
mi . 


ngham 
Burks, James Jenninos, Westbrook, Margate July 31 Miller & Co, Savile row 
Catvert, Wittiam, Eaglescliffe, Durham Aug 31 Elliot, Stockton on Tees 
CHALKLEY, Baran Exvizasetu, Stevenage, Herts Augil5 Sworder & Longmore, Hert 
CHALKLEY, Sipney, Stevenage, Herts Aug15 Sworder & Longmore, Hertford 
Cuackiey, Wittiam, sen, Shephall, Herts, Farmer Aug 15 Sworder & Long 
Hertford 
asa somes Watren, New Brighton, Chester, Bookkeeper July 31 Nelson && 
Averpoo! 
Davies, Emma Many Jaye, Perham rd, West Kensington Aug 6 Lewin && 
Southampton at, Strand 
Dayas, Wititan Husvusevs, Rusholme, Manchester July 18 ‘Thistlethwaite, Mar 
chester 
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8, 8, 1905 Sly 13. 1903. 
yi use, FRADERICK, Birmingham, Button Manufacturer Augi1 Burn & Sons, Birming- 


ug 3 Taylor, —_ 's inn fields 
Lue, SARAH ANn, Dillingt ‘on, Warwick re July 2 Wewe ‘Hauney, Leamington 


»prietor 


Aug 8 


rtin, Kekewicj 


rod, Kekewich 7 
~20 Calli 


Temple-Wegy 


Fisher v Grutfiipicee, Cuarues Aubert, Junction rd, Helios ay, Glass 
Loui Merchant High Court Pet July 6 ‘Ord July 6 
a Aacke Vig psLEY, JOHN, 7 ae Yorks, Carrier Oldham 


Y, Swinfen B 


Birmingham 


prietor 


y 


achester st 
Whitehaven 


: _ BieForsrze, = Samuen, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet July 6 
Westclitf on & Ord July 
Hudson, Rot SR Paswe.t., Riser Percy Hai, Tyngroes, Talycafn, Car- 


o, Liverpool 
fartin & Marti: 


mingham 
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De BF pcernss tins, Balham A 


i 


tpwanos, MARTHA, Hereford ae yaly 21 


Feeperick Watrer, 8t James’ pl July 11 Comyns, Gracechurch st 

rd’ Richardson & Sadler, Golden sq 
31 ag dbo & Co, Great Trinity In 
& fe oe emg 


Draycott, F: 
am July2i Hall-Wright. 
Park, Ironmonger Aug 1 booth 
inn 
heer Apa, Coton Hill, Stafford Augi Potts & Potts, Brosley, Shropshire 


er, Dante, Ki mupon Hull July7 Thompson & Co, Hull 
5 pk, Hounslow Aug 31 Greville-Smith, Clement’s inn 


pusey, ARTHUR, SI 8 Bush, Salesman Aug 19 
munver, Percy Caarces, Clement’s inn, Solicitor Jul; 
ry ips, HeNeyY Kirke, Lincoln, Solicitor July * Hebb 
6 Sues, WILLIAM, Falkingham, Lines Aug l 
Horst, HeNry Caarves, Birmi 
‘HRs, Witzias Francis, Tufne! 


os6, SAMUEL JAMES, 
MaRsHALL, JOHN, Brist 1 July 25 King, Bristol 


Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, July 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Pet July 6 Ord July 

Barrow, Hiram, Novthaieh, Coal Merchant 
Jualy8 Ord ‘July 8 

Bearp, THOMAS HexRy, << yanmar Notts, Draper Derby 


Pet Juily6 Ord Jul 
High Court Pet 


Crewe Pet 





Bouts, A, Mile End a, “Boot De .ler 
June 13 Ord July 7 
unp, Caartes Haery, Southampton, Yacht Chandler 
Southampton Pet June 23 0; July 8 } 
ork, JoHN, Sto:kton on Tees, Plasterer 
Tees Pet July7 Ord July7 ] 
Caramen, Gronce, East Dereham, Threshing Contractor | 
Norwich Pet July 6 Ord July 6 | 
Pontypridd 


Stockton on 


Daxs, Wu.tiam, Treforest, Glam, Fruiterer 
PetJaly6 Ord July 6 

De Movuxciz, Baron THorntox, Fulham, Company 
moter High Court Pet June12 Ord July 7 

Dossy, Wittiam Tuomas, Stockton on Tees, Cartwright 
Stockton on ‘Tees Pet ‘July 6 Ord Jul 

Dereayt, Epmonp Joun, and FrepericKx Watr ER GREEN, 
ae Woreesters, Painter Worcester Pet July 4 

fuly 4 


July 
Pro- 


narvon, Artist Bang.ur Pet July8 Ord July 8 

Fouuxk, Heyry, Norwich, Painter Norwich Pet July 8 
Ord July 8 

Garoxer, Jonn Baxter, Coventry, Hairdresser Coventry 
Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

Goopaicke, Henry, Scalby, 
Agent Scarborough 





h, Commission 
uly 8 


nr Scarboro 
‘et July8 Ord 


t Gragam, Rosert, Newmarket, Florist Cambridge Pet | 
cock, Bradiai i July8 Ord July 8 ‘ 

Grezy, Ernest Epwarp, Wells, — Fish Merchant 
Pay Norwich Pet July7 Ord July 
As inn sq Hoagartn, LANCELOT, Whitbeck. "cumberland, Farmer 


yport, Mon 
ins 


_ Ely 


e 


ton 
rand 


| at 
rrell & Varley, 


Hunts 


Berners st 


, Martin’sls 
m 


aay Court st 


’enrith 


10, Bedford mt 


Whitehaven Pet July7 Ord Suly 7 

Horkivs, Freperick Henry, ac Builder High 
Court Pet July 8 Ord July 8 

Hvcurs, Eowarp, Stroud Green, Builder High Court 
Pet July8 Ord July 8 

Jesxissox, Tuomas, Theffield, meron Traveller | 

id Pet July6 Ord July 
Joxes, ALEXANDER Movat, ny Wittiam Epwarp 


Orcaarp, Fenchurch st, Wine Merchants High Court | 


Pet July4 Ord July 4 
Joxzs, Toomas, Newtown, sqveny, Farmer Newtown 
Pet June 17 Ord Ji uly 8 


Keur, Joseea Henry, Walsall, Baker Walsall Pet Jane 
% Ord 


June 29 
Keur, Taomas, Devoran, Cornwall, Coal Merchant Truro 
Pet July 6 Ord July 6 
Laws, ae Chester, Brick Maker Chester Pet July 6 


Derby Pet July 7 
t 


& Mesveter, Cec. Joun Reainaup, Stone bidgs, 
Lincoln's inn, Barrister at Law High Court Pet June 
19 Ord July 8 

Leox, Eutas, Bowes Park, Cremateston Agent High Court 
Pet Feb 16 Ord July 8 

Lavexkroxe, Bexnyawix, and Louis Gotiien, Mile End rd, 
Manufacturers High Court Pet June 12 Ord 


J 
Lar, Reon, Iikeston, Newsagent 


| Witpsorr, Wi.iaM, Leicester, Grocer 


1 Hadden HR Lixscort, Samver, Leeds, Commercial Traveller Leeds 

Pet July 7 Ord July 7 
Old Broad # KER, Henry ey" Gloucester, Grocer Gloucester 
son & - PetJuly7 Ord July 7 


sirmingham 
Marshall, Ba 


e row 
os) 
nore, 


Martty, Cuarces Wii, vores Hants, Tobacconist 


Portsmouth Pet July 4 Ord Jul 
-— Euma, ¢ rs 
7 


Musee Nort Francis, Victoria st High Court | 
Pet Feb 16 Ord July 8 


Pet July 4 


Newnan, Ord July 4 


Ris, Birmingham 
Pet July 6 Ord 
tutledn Tyme’ Pot July 6. 
on e Pet 

Panxes, Bexsamin Joun, Wea 


July 6 
Northumberland New- | 
ord J uly 6 


Nichoraoy, 


Hastings Hastings Pet July 7 nye 


Naitt, Tuomas Conrap, von sq, Printer High Court | sien , &. Kilburn, 


| 
| 


nesbury, Builder Walsall Tamagees, SamMUREL, 


| 


ford 
& Longmat) p June 19 Ord June 30 
AYye, Geuvert Ains.ey, and HArotp ALEXANDER | 
Nelson & Gj Hastixos, King William st, Timber Merchants — 
. Pet May 20 Ord July 1 
Lewin & & NILLirs, Hewry, Bream, nr 


thwaite, 


Newport, M ( 
Pasron & Go, TT Pek Pet July lose 


rt Pet June 17 O 


Mr 


Pues, Tuomas Par 
Serie, Dante, 
Suernero, Wirtiiam, 


Sic.ey, Joseru, 


Surciirrs, J acon, — 
Sway, Groree, 
Swrivsurnve, WILLIAM 
Upron, Sarau ANN, 
Waker, James, C 


m, Lincoln’s 











Prosert, Joun, Chester, Licensed Beerseller Chester Pet | 
ul Ord Jul; TS. 

Rostysox, Tuomas, olme, Lancs, Farmer Kendal Pet | 
July 8 Ord July 8 

SuernERvson, Caristorner, Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Jul 

Moses Trayron. 
ester - 


ape, Ord July 6 Hull, Builder | 
SKINNER, =, iow Lender 
Roch - Pet June 13 Jul 
Grorce CARPENTER, ne Kamp, Hants, Baker 
rtsmouth Pet July? Ord July 
Ty axe, — Dudley, Worcester Dudley Pet July 7 
iy7 
Tysoy, Grorce Gaytuorpe, Bradford. eriataning Con- 
fectioner Bradford Pet July 8 ‘Ord July 8 
WELLINGTON, JAMES. — Devon, Accountant Exeter 
$June 26 Ord Jul y 8 


West, Inman, Aby, Lines, Grocer Gt Grimsby Pet July 6 
Ord July 6 ne 


Tom, 


Leicester 
July7 Ord July 7 
Witiiams, Epwarp WALTER Lge ary Andover, Hants 
Salisbury Pet June 24 Ord Jul 
Plymouth Pet 


Wisk, Maria, Plymouth, Dress 
July 6 Ord July 6 

ae Joun er Bristol, Jeweller Bristol Pet 

8 Ord July 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Amerosr, GrorGr, and Jouxn AMBROSE, Sahate, Builders 
July 24 at 11 Cups Hotel, ¢ ‘olcheste’ 

Baker, Ceartes ALBERT, Junction ~ iq Holloway, China 
Merchant July 20at12 Bankru Care . 

eee A, Mile End rd, Boot Dealer July 21 at 11 


bldgs, Carey st 
Bacon, JOSEPH A ney Ebchester, Darham, Tailor July 
Sat ‘ewcastle on Thne 
Cave, Epwarp, © eacinela, Timber Merchant July 20 at 3 
Off Rec, In, 


Sheffield 
CavE, Lucy Exizapetu Auice, Newport, I of W, <cl a 
July 27 at11 Off Rec, 19, Quay st, Newport, I of 


al 


Catford J July 25 Collyer &°Da 


Sranierk, WILLIAM SNExD, Grosvenor 
July 18 
tm 
ommercial rd East, 


Warrs, Exizaneta WReErorD, 
Wetts, Ruosert Biocrey Dopps, 
borough 


Nicot, Atrrep, Dormans Parks, Surrey July 31 Webster & Webster, Lincoln's inn 
Norw ri eee Epuusp, Newquay, Cornwall, Surgeon July 22 Collins & Son, New- 
Ouven 2 * Sunbury July 27 ag ig 


_ _ 
Ty Macclesfield 


Pj Knight & Sons, Newcastle under Lyme 
J Herd & Co, Birmingham 
Bcly 30 Bond & Co, Exeter 

J vie Gen ‘Victor 


In 
a, July 19 gag = Hugh See Harwich 
Phrenologist Whitfield, Scar- 


Aug 7 


Moses, Wi.114M, Sennybridge, Brecon, Builder July 20at 
35, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
New, 1 Tuomas Conrop, ~ one} sq, Printer July 20 at 11 


RIUs CHABLES, vac, I of 7 July 27 at 11.30 


Ree, 19, aw. at, Ni t Lof 
N ICHOLSON, Northumberland July 18 
at 11.30 Off Ree. 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
Parkes, Bens amin Joux, Wednesbury, Builder J 
12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 


Prosert, Joun, Chester, Licensed Beerseller July 13 at 11 
t chm! row, Chester 
Simpson, — Ssurrs Redear, Yorks, Tinsmith July 31 
at 3 Off Ree, 8, Albert 


Tuompson, Herpert SAmMvet, Sheftield, Stamper July 20 at 
2.3) Off Rec, Figtree lo, Sheffield 

Tuorr, Ye oe Landport, Hants, Baker July 
Wat4 Off Rec. a e jane, High st, Portsmouth 

VINTEN, pHa ‘ishmonger July 20 at 12.15 

wees ee eset igen Jul 

appryxoTon, Ext, uly 18 at 

12 «117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Warraker, Jouy, Leeds July 20 at 11 Off Ree, 22, Park 
row, Leeds 

Wi xinson, Jouy Peter, Barnard Castle, Durham July 
2zat3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Dressmaker 


roug: 
July 2 atll 6, 
Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 
von Hewey , Malmesbury Park, Fish Dealer July 20 at 
2.30 Off Pee, Endless st, Sa'isbury 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bacumany, Anwa Caturrisa, Crouch End High Court 
Pet May 13 July 7 

Baker, “ee A.sert, Holloway, China Merchant High 
Court Pet July6 Ord Ji 


uly 6 

af Joun, Yorks, Carrier Oldham 
July6 Ord July 6 

Basges, Baoan = Northwich, Coal Merchant Crewe Pet 


nome = 
. 8) 


¥ Wat 





Corngs, Saran (Widow), "and CHARLES Cornes, Bishop's 
Castle, Salop, Hauliers 


Pet J 
Dance, WALTER. oa July 18 at 11 Off Ree, 15, | Brower eS 


Osborne st, 
Davies, Lig City, Glam, Blacksmith July 21 
at 3 High st, Merthyr ‘Tydfil 


Daw ~le Waume Yavaavos, Bootle, Lanes, Builders’ | Cn JI Manor Park 
Merchant July 20 at 12 ‘Of Rec, 35, Victoria st, | ~ “‘Pet'April 20 


Liverpool 
pE Movuscrg, Baron Tuorntox, Fulham, Company Pro- 
moter Jnly 21 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Bienk Bridge 
Dickinson, StEPHEN WIDDRINGTON PT wa, Ontte 
Yorks, keeper July 27 at 11.30 Court | 
Ne 
Durrant, Epwvuxp Jonny, and Freprrick WALTER GREEN, 
Pa‘nters July 18 at 11.30 45, 


Builder 
, Eastgate row, 


Sad 20 at 11.15 


| Fousren, = SAMUEL, Leeds, Tailor July 20 at 11.30 


. 22, Park row, Leeds 
Poses, Ruys, = Goch, Builder July 20 at 12 117, 
st, 


Franks, WILLIAM, Wednesbury, Builder July 20 at 11.30 
Off Ree, Wolverham; ton 

GARDNER, Jous Baxtar, Coventry, Hairdresser July 21 at 
11.30 , 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Go.sy oe Thurnham, Kent, Farmer July 29 at 11 


| Hvorins, Bavio, Stockton, on on Tees, Traveller July 22 at 


a ee ich, Tobacconist July 28 at 
RBERT, 
Eastern Hi Hota Liverpool wt F 


Jones, ALExanper Mowat, Wu. uuamM Epwarp 
Orcnarp, Fenchurch st, Wine ts July 20 at 11 
Bankru 


coe, Sere my Walsall, Baker July Watil Off 


Kewr, i, Tomas, Devoran, Cormwail, Cos Coal Merchant July 29 
Boecawen 
Kevs ———— Epwarp, Streatham, Builder July 20 at 
24, Railway ap, London 
Contractor July 22 at 2.30 Bank- 


ruptey bldga, Carey st 


Jarvis, JonN 
11 Great 


= ar Merchant Bir | Lama, Lp oR Chester, ay os July 20 at 2.30 


Lemmon, Doma 
Merchan 


Southwark, H 
t Tuly 22 Bie =, Carey st 


July 20 


22 at <" 


Off Ree, 22, Perk row, Leeds 
me... Cuartes Wittiam, Southsea, Hants, Tobacconist 
July 20 at § Off Ree, Cambridge junc, High st, Ports- 





outh 
Tp Ziv Glos, Blacksmith | Shame. Josrreu Wiuiiam, Mile End, Tailor July 21 at 
rd 2.30 y bldgs, Carey st 
Feetiy Mansions, ) + High | Mircneut, Wits Joux, Brixton July 2 at 3 M4, 
July 8 | Bedford 


July 20 at 10 4, Corn sq, | 


| Dany, Te 
Pet July 6 


Bearp, oe NTJOY, » Law Student High Court 
Pet April 20 Ord July 7 

Bearp, Tosce Ea Saly . pleford, Notts, Draper Derby 

stoke Newington High Court Pet April 


July 7 
Brows, we, Jemag Soames, tes 1s, Pane, Tales New- 
ePark Ona J Reson, Builder m 
purt 
2 On J —_ 


castle on Tyne P 
East Threshing Contract: 
Norwich Pet July 6 Ord July 6 Pineal 
July 6 Glam, Fruiterer Pontypridd 
De Lourn, Dr _ - Caarmam, Westbourne Park 
Court Pet May 16 rin oa 
on Tees, Cartwright 


Dossy, Wituiam Tuomas, 
Stockton on Tees Pet J Ord July 6 
Dvurraxt, Epuunp Joun and DERICK WALTER Garey, 
ee , Worcester, Painters Worcester Pet July 4 
Buns; Davi, Llandudno, Builder Bangor Pet June 17 


Fontes Samvusrt, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet July 6 

Fuss, = i Norwich, Plumber Norwich Pet Jw@y 8 

GARDNER, - id bag = xter, Coventry, Hairdresser Coventry 
Pet July3 Ord July3 

—, a Exeter, Builder Exeter Pet June 12 


—— 




















re... th, 


ENRY, 


Geartorwugh Ft Julys Ord July “ye te 


— 
Green, Ernest SH Wells, Norfolk, Fish Merchant 
= Norwich } wi Ord ~—! = 
ARRINGTON, JOHN on Tyne, Drysalter ew- 
Tyne’ Pet Feb 17 Ord July 1 
Hep ey, Rosert, ren. Joiner 
Newcastle on "Tyne Pet ak % On J 
Hoaeartu, Lancevor, Farmer Paitehaven 
I J Moen Fda Pi Miller 
saac, Jouxn Epwarp, nr - 
Minys On ay? 
JENKINSON, A os Commercial Traveller 
Sheila Fee July €) Ont Jay ¢ 
Kemp, Joszeu Heyry, Walall, Walsall Pet June 
a 29 Oni June 29 - 
emp, Taomas, Devoran, Cornwall, Coal Merchant Traro 
Pet July 6 Ord July 6 
Lama, ety Chester, Brickmaker Chester Pet July 6 
a Tikeston, Newsagent Derby Pet July 7 Ord 
Lh oat Commercial Traveller Leeds Pet 
Loam, evry Hersent, Gloucester, Grocer Gloucester Pet 
July 7 Ord July 7 
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Marti, Caaries Wit11am, Southsea, Hants, Tobacconist 
Portsmouth Pet July 4 Ord eg, * 

Mircnett, Wituiam Jony, Brixton ret Pet May 14 
Ord July 4 

Motyyevx, Joseen, St Helens, Builder Liverpool Pet 

Mi wee Gants Hastings Pet Jul Ord Jul 

oor, Emma, Hastin, i et yi uly 7 

Newmay, Doris, Rirmi m, Hardware Merchant 
Birmingham Pet July6 Ord July 6 

OutpHANt, Epwarp, Newcastle on Tyne. Grocer Newcastle 
on Pet June 13 Ord July 1 

Patuer, Ernest G, North Cheam, Surrey, Financial Agent 
Croydon Pet May 23 Ord July 4 

Puitires, Henny, Bream, nr Lydney, Glos, Blacksmith 
Newport, Mon Pet July7 Ord Julv7 

Propert, Jonny, Chester, Licensed Beerseller Chester Pet 
i 6 Ord July 6 

Rees, Brrcnam J, Tenby, Pembroke, Veterinary Surgeon 
Pembroke Dock Pet June5 Ord July 6 

Rostxsox, THomas. Arkholme, Lancs, Farmer Kendal Pet 

aly8 Ord July8 
Rorsvuck, Exocu, —- House Furnisher Bradford Pet 


une y 7 7 
Scravtrox, Taomas Joux, Putney, Victualler Wandsworth 
. ee, Ord July 7 Kingsto ———- 

HEPHERDSON, CHRISTOPHER, m uy ull, er 
i upon Hull Pet July6 Ord July 6 
Sxixxer, Moses Trayton, Chatham, Moneylender Rochester 
Pet June13 Ord July8 
Tromsox, Hervert Samvet, Sheffield, Stamper Sheffield 
Pet June13 Ord July8 
Tuorre. Grorce Carpenter, Landport, Hants, Baker 
Portsmouth Pet July7 Ord July 7 
Tu.LoTsox, Atrrep, Wandsworth, Decorator High Court 
Pet June 17 Ord July 9 
. James, Dudley, Wores Dudley Pet July 7 
Ord July 7 
Tysox, Grorce GaytTHorre, Bradford, Manufacturing 
Confectioner Bradford Pet July8 Ord July 8 
West, Ixuax, Aby, Lincs, Grocer Great Grimsby Pet 
July 6 Ord July 6 
Witpsorr, Wiriiam, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet 
my Ord July 7 . 
Wise, Manta, Plymouth, Dressmaker Plymouth Pet 
Jaly6 Ord July 6 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED 
Strectuers, Davin Cuaries, Finsbury pymnt, Hosier High 
Court Adjud Nov 13,1902 Annul July 2, 1903 
Ueros, Harry Eomuoxp, Haywards Heath, Sussex, Butcher's 
Brighton Adjud July-0, 1899 Annul June 
25, 1903 
Pitxixctox, Tuomas, Burmantoft, Leeds, Fried Fish Shop 
-~ Leeds Adjud March 2, 1899 Ord July 2, 


London Gazete.—Tvespay, July 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aryotp, Atsert Ricuarp, Walsall, Draper 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Pareas, Joux Heupseev, New Benwell. Northumbecand, 
Club Steward Newcastle on Tyne Pet July 10 Ord 
July 10 

Batty. Epwarp, Loughborough, Framework Knitter 
Leicester Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Briss, Witt1am, Wavendon, Bucks, Hay Merchant North- 
hampton Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Bucress, Grecor, Gt Driffield, Surgeon Kingston upon 

all Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Coorrkr, Jaxer Lousta, Brighton, Boarding House Keeper 
Bri Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Davies, James, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Builder Carmarthen 
Pet July 10 Ord Juby 10 . 

Dvenas, mum, Canni ownl/ Exsex, Draper High 
Court Pet June 24 Ord Jaly 10 - z 

Dre, Cuantes Pace, Marlow, Chemist-:Aylesbury Pet 
June 22 Ord July 10 7 

Epwarps, CLemext, Shifnal, Salop, Baker Madeley Pet 
July 9 Ord July 9 

Evaxs, Artuve, Penrhewceiber, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd 
Pet July 8 Ord July 8 

Festoxs, Roore Cusuirre, Maid 
Exeter Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

For», Hexex, Yetrad, Rhondda, Engine Driver Ponty- 
pridd Pet July8 Ord July 8 : 

Fver, C A, Queen Victoria st, Merchant 
July 5 Urd July 10 

Gavix, Rorert Tez24s, Camberwell, Printer High Court 

Pett March 2% Ord July 10 : 

Giesox, Isaac, Kingston on Hull, Builder Kingston on 
Hull Pet July10 Ord July 10 ‘ 

Cuariey, Birdwell, 

Pet July9 Ord July 9 

Govivsr, Feasx, Kirkley, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Fish Mer- 
chant Gt Yarmouth Pt July 10 Ord July 10 

Hasses, Avrery Thomas, and Witisam Georce Urspae, 
Wet Ham, Eovex, Builders High Court Pet July 10 
Ord July 19 
LZ, Jaues, Barrow in Furnem, Plater 
ness Pett July 10 Ord July 10 

Hazwoov, Janes Evwis, Heatem Norris, Lanc«, Boot 
Dealer Stockport Pet July7 Ord July 11 

Heav, J Danas, Kenvington High Court 
Ord July 11 

Hearn, Saucer, Warwick, Baker 
Ord July 10 

Hor, Reeret, Tynemouth, Northumberiand, Licensed 
Victua Neweastle on Tyne Pet duly8 Ord July 11 

Jownrt, Veasx EButtsev, Kettermg, Northampton, 
= Manufacturer Northampton Pet July 4 Ord 

4 


Mastis, Aeruvx, Bexhill, Auctioneer Hastings Pet July 
11 Ord July 11 

Paeey, Beever, Blaenclydech, nr 
Patypidd Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Powsss6, Jons, Bouthville, Bristol, Furniture Salesman 
Bret Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

Punto, KMaexver sexe, Bristol, Draper's Assistant 
Beistel, Ped July 9 Ord July 9 

Poesnss, Kexver Kerves., Coventry, Architect 

Pe July7 Ord July 7 


Waillisall 


nr Torquay 


High Court Pet 


Go._pruoert, pr Barnsley, Miner 


Barrow in Fur- 


Pet Jan 10 


Warwick Pet July 9 


Coventry 


Pontypridd, Collier | 


Rowrnors, CHArLEs Framproy, Portsmouth, Stonemason 
Portsmouth Pet July10 Ord July 10 
Saunpers, Wittiam Doveras, South Godstone, Surrey 
Croydon Pet May11 Ord July7 
Seirz, Mary, Bradford, Pork Butcher Bradford Pet 
July 11 Ord July 11 ; 
Srevens, Epwarp Wituiam, Taunton, Engineer Taunton 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 d 
Watker, Grorce, Bolton, Licensed Victualler Bolton 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Watsn, Percrvat, jun, Oxford, Corn Dealer 
Pet June 18 Ord July 9 25 et 
Wesser, WiLt1AM, Maesteg, Glam, Baker Cardiff Pet 
July9 Ord July 9 
fest, Atrrep THomas, Avonmore 
Brighton Pet July9 Ord July 9 7 
Wuitixe, Georce, Lincoln, General House Furnisher 
Lincoln Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Wittmer, Harry, Wood Green, Dairyman Barnet Pet 
July 8 Ord July 8 
Wootras, Toomas, Penzance, Innkeeper Truro Pet July 
ll July 11 
Wricnut, Freperick CHaries, Worksop, General Draper 
Lincoln Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asuwortnh, THowas, Oldham, Tobacconist July 28 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 
Arkryson, Joun, Barrow in Furness, Ironmonger July 22 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwa'lis st, Barrow in Furness 
Barps.ey, Jonny, Saddleworth, Yorks, Carrier July 28 at 
12 Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 
Batty, Epwarp, Loughborough, Framework Knitter July 
22at3 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Be.cuer, Hersert, Hove, Restaurant Proprietor July 22 
at 2.30 Rec, 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Bouton, Ricuarp, Dalton in Furness, Undertaker July 29 
at i2 Off Ree, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 
Braae, Saran Ann, Sheffield, Barmaid July 24 at 12 Off 
Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Carp, Cuartes Harry, Southampton, Yacht Chandler 
July 22 at 3 Off Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 
CLaxtox, Epwis ALBERT, Barrow in Furness, Actor July 
29 at 11.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 
Furness 
Cooper, JANE Lovisa, Brighton, Boarding House Keeper 
July 23 at 11 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Crramer, Georcr, East Dereham, Threshing Contractor 
July 22 at 3.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Curpney, O.iver, Handsworth, Fish Dealer July 23 at 11 
174, Corporation st, Birmingham « 
Dcruam, Witiiam, Canning Town, Draper July 24 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Epwakps, CLement, Shifnal, Salop, Baker July 23 at 11.30 
ff Rec, 42, St John’s hill, Shrewsbury 
Forester, WittiAM Henry, Hoveringham, Notts July 22 
at12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Fuiter, Hexry, Norwich, Plumber July 22at3 Off Rec, 
8, King st, Norwich 
Goopricke, Henry, Scalby, nr Scarborough, Commission 
Agent July 22 at 4 74, Newborough, Scarborough 
Greres, Eryest Epwarp, Wells, Norfolk, Fish Merchant 
July 22 at 3.15 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Hayvpox, Anprew F, Bickenhall mans, Gloucester pl July 
24at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Hopkins, Freepericx Henry, Brixton, Builder July 23 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Hvcues, Epwarp, Stroud Green, Builder July 27 at 11 
Off Rec, Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey «t 
Jones, Tuomas, Newtown, Montgomery, Butcher July 24 
at 1.30 1, High st, Newtown 
Ler, Reveeys, Ilkeston, Newsagent July 22at3 Off Rec, 
47, Full st, Derby 
Le Mesvrier, Cecit Joux Reoix arp, Stone bldgs, Lincoln’s 
inn, Barrister at Law July 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 
Leos, Extas, Bowes Park, Commission Agent July 28 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Levenkeone, Bexsamin, and Lovis Gor.ien, Mile End rd, 
Boot Manufacturers July 23 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 
Lysca, Joux, Hyde, Chester, Artificial Flower Maker 
July 28 at11 Off Rec, Gieaves st, Oldham 
MorGcax, Daxiet, Swansea, Builder July 24 at 12 Off 
Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Naver, Nori Francis, Queen Victoria st July 24 at 12.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Pass, Anravur Howagrp, King’s Heath, Worcester, Card- 
board Box Manufaec urer July 22at12 174, Corpora- 
tion st, Brmingham 
Pass, Arruvur Jonx, King’s Heath, Worcester, Estate 
Agent July 22at11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Paysxx, Hexeeer Ainsixy, and Hanrotp ALEXANDER 
Hastixes, King William st, Timber Merchants July 
23 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Powstsc, Jousx, Southville, Bristol, Furniture Salesmam 
July 22 at 12.15 Off Rec, 26, win st, Bristol 
Proctor, Exxest Ciarxe, Bristol, Draper's Assistant July 
22 at 12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Puswevt, Ersast Kerrev., Coventry, Architect July 22 
ati Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
lzvNoLps, Hexny, Bristol, Tobacconist July 22 at 11.30 
Off Ree, 26, win st, Bristol 
Rowser,, Feepenicx Joux, Shirley, Warwick, Painter July 
Matil 174, Corporation st, Bumingham 
Rowrnous, Caagces Feaurrox, Portemouth, Stonemason 
July 22at% Off Ree, Cambridge junc, High st, Ports- 


Oxford 


gdns, Kensington 





i 
| 


| Tyson, Georox Gayruorre, Bradford, Manufacturin 


mouth 
Seitz, Many, Bradford, Pork Butcher July 24at% Off Rec, 
29, Tyrrel «t, Bradford . 
Beviex, Joux Wititam Janus, HM8 Magnificent, Engincer 
Lieut July %atil 6, Athensoum ter, Plymouth 
Con- 
fectimer July¢2at% Off Rec. 20, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Waren, Gronce, Bolton, Licensed Victualler July 24 at3 
19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Weer, ALyvnep Tuoxas, Avonmore gdns, Kensington, Private 
Hote Proprietor, July W at 10.45 4, Pavilion bldga, 
Brighton 

Wutrixc, Gronox, Lincoln, General House Furnisher 
July 24 at 12 Of Ree, 31, Silver wt, Lincoln 





Barrow in 


Warwick Pet July9 


July 18, 1903, 
—== 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Wricut, Freperick Cuanr.es, Retford, Notts, Dmpe 
ZaurinceR, Jonun Bartist, Bristol, Jeweller July ®y 
11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
London Gazette of July 10: 
Brows, Josern Granam, Ebchester, Tailor July 2 a 
Nicuotson, Eowakp, Gosforth, Northumberland July g 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Aenoup, ALBERT Ricnarp, Walsall, Staffs, Draper Wy 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Leicester Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Buss, Wi1LL1AM, Wavendon, Bucks, Hay Merchant Nor). 
Brown, Watter Georce, Leicester, Contractor 
Pet June 23 Ord July 11 ‘ 
Cooprr, Jane Louisa, Brighton, Boarding House Keeper, 
Brighton Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Builder (Cy. 
marthen Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Diee.e, Frank, Birmingham, Fruiterer’s 
Drne, Joun Epwarp, Willesden Green, Builder Hig 
Court Pet April8 Ord July 11 
Pet July8 Ord Jaly 8 
Forp, Henry, Ystrad Rhondda, Glam, Engine Drie 
Forester, WituiamMHeEyry, Hoveringham, Notts Notting. 
ham PetJuly7 Ord July 15 ‘ 
upon Hull Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Go.utTHuorrE, Cuartey, Birdwell, nr Barnsley, Ming 
Goutpsy, Frank, Kirkley, Lowestoft, Fish Merchant 
Gt Yarmouth Pet July 10 
Hare, James, Barrow in Furness, Plater 
Furness Pet July 10 Ord July 19 
Ord July 11 
Hearn, Samver, Warwick, Bakes 
Joxzs, Tuomas, Newtown, Montgomery, Butcher Newtom 
Pet June 17 Ord July 10 
Manufacturer Northampton Pet July 3 Ord July) 
Kixa, Joun, Eresby rd, Kilburn, Contractor High Com 
Laitwoop, Jonx, Worcester Park, Surrey, Company Pn- 
moter High Court Pet Feb7 Ord July 7 
Oidham Pet Junell Ord July 10 
Panny, Ropert, Blaenclydach, nr Pontypridd, Colla 
PowninG, Jonn, Southyille, Bristol, Furniture Salesma 
Bristol Pet July 9 Ord J uly 9 
Draper’s Assistant 
Bristol Pet July9 Ord July 9 
Purnety, Eanest Keprer, Coventry, Architect Coventry 
Rappoy, Ernest Epwarp, North Shields, Cycle Aget 
Neweastle on Tyne Pet June 22 Ord July 10 
Ord ~~ 9 - 
Ricuarps Josern Peter, Birmingham, Shop Fitter Bir 
Rosertsox, Ernest Epwiy, Stafford, Licensed Victualle 
Stafford Pet June 22 Ord July 11 
Portsmouth Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Seirz, Mary, Bradford, Pork Butcher Bradford Pe 
Stevens, Epwarp Wi..1Am, Taunton, Engineer Taunta 
Pet July11 Ord July 11 
Pet June 24 Ord July 11 
Waker, Grorce, Bolton, Licensed Victualler Boltw 
Waterman, Herpert Turovore, Red Lion sq 
Pet April 24 Ord July 9 
July9 Ord July 9 ee 
West, Atrrep Tuomas, Avonmor? Kensington 
Lincoln Pé 


Wicpsors, Wii, Leicester, Grocer July 22 at 12 Og 
July 22 at 12 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
Amended notices substituted for those published in the 
11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Barry, Epwarp, Loughborough, Frameworker Knitie 
ampton Pet July11 Ord July 11 
Leicester 
Davies, James, Lianelly, Carthmarthen, 
Birmingham Pet June 26 Ord July 10 Anta 
Evans, Aeruur, Penrhewceiber, Glam, Grocer Pontypriig 
Pontypridd Pet July8 Ord July 8 
Gissox, Isaac, Kingston upon Hull, Builder Kingste 
Barasley Pet July9 Ord July 9 
Ord July 10 
Harvey, Harry, Oxford, Bookselier Oaford Pet July 11 
Ord July 10 
Jowett, Frank Bouiarp, Kettering, Northampton, Bot 
Pet June 5 Ord July 10 
Lyycu, Jouny, Hyde, Chester, Artificial Flower Maker 
Pontypridd Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Proctor, Ernest CLARKE, Bristol, 
Pet July 7 Ord July 7 
Reyyoups, Henry, Bristol, Tobacconist Bristol Pet July! 
mingham Pet June 22 Ord July 10 
Rowrnors, Cuartes Frampton, Portsmouth, Stonemasn 
July11 Ord July 11 
Taytor, CuarLes Tomas, sen, Blackpool, Solicitor Prestos 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
High Cout 
Wenner, Wituiam, Maesteg, Glam, Baker Cardiff Pé 
gdns, 
Brighton Pet July9 Ord July 9 


Wuittxa, Groror, Lincoln, House Furnisher 
July 10 Ord July 10 

Wooras, Tuomas, Penzance, Cornwall, Innkeeper Tram 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Waricnt, Freperick Caarces, Worksop, Notts, Drape 
Lincoln Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Zaunincer, Joun Baptist, Bristol, Jeweller Bristol Jay 
Pet July8 Ord July 9 


PATENTS and TRADE-MARKS, 


W. P. THOMPSON & C0, 
322, High Holborn, W.C. 
(and at Liverroor, Mancursten, & Biaminouam), 
LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pre 
vinelal and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 
Representatives in all Capitals, 





ee 


YATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.1.ME, 
. M.B#.A., Patent Agent (late of H.M. Patent Offices), 
96, Chancery-lane, London, W.C, Letters Patent & 
tained and Registration effected in all parts of th 
World, Oppositions conducted, Opinions and Se 
an to novelty, 








Peer 


Berers 
nnd 


Pee 


Feirs 
Mc 


